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PERCEPTIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The comparative study of organizational e ffec tiveness  is  much 
needed, but l i t t l e  understood. The topic  of organizational e f f e c t iv e ­
ness c lose ly  resembles a number of other domains in the social and be­
havioral sciences. I ts  problems, Campbell^ noted, are the problems of 
several other f i e l d s .  According to  E tzioni, the development of a com­
para tive  study of organizational e ffec tiveness  requ ires ,  ". . . middle
range organizational theory, f a l l in g  between high level abs trac tions
2
in general and de ta i led  observation about single cases ."
Effectiveness as a major c h a ra c te r i s t ic  of an organization 
has become exceedingly important in understanding the concept and i t s  
ram ifica tions  to  an organization . Researchers have studied
1
John P. Campbell, "On the  Nature of Organizational Effec­
t iv e n e s s ,"  in Paul S. Goodman and Johannes M. Pennings (eds .)  New 
Perspective On Organizational E ffec tiveness , (San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass Publishing, 1979), p. 14.
2
Amit a i E tzioni, Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations 
(New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1951 ), p. 9.
organizational e f fec t iv en e ss .  There e x is t s  a large amount of l i t e r a tu r e  
on d i f fe re n t  aspects of e f fec t iv en ess ,  but few attempts have been made 
to  in teg ra te  these  aspects of e ffec tiveness  into a conceptual framework 
to  study o rgan iza tions.
Normally, in the  research on organizational behavior, th e re  are 
two opposing views of organizations.^  These views are usually  dubbed as 
"open" and "closed" systems. The open system approach assumes an organ­
iza tion  e x is t s  in dynamic environments, and can be best understood i f  
i t s  environment is  taken in to  consideration . The closed system view 
emphasizes the in te rna l working of the organization and the environment
O
has l i t t l e  or no e f f e c t  upon the organization . According to  Mott, the 
subscrip tion of e i th e r  view can make a c r i t i c a l  d iffe rence  in the con­
clusions one makes when analyzing organizations.
A major problem in the study of organizational e f fec t iv n ess  is  
the  level of ana ly s is .  The level of analysis  can be: (1) on the supra- 
system or the  external organizational s e t t in g ,  (2) a t  the supersystem 
of the organizational leve l,  (3) a t  the u n it  lev e l ,  (4) a t  the subunit 
le v e l ,  o r  (5) a t  individual lev e l .  Some researchers advocate the  level
of analysis  must be on the suprasystem or the external organizational
3
s e t t in g .  For example, Katz and Kahn described effec tiveness  in term: 
o f  the a b i l i t y  of the  organization to  adapt, manipulate or f u l f i l l
^Etzioni, Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations, p. 12. 
2
Paul E. Mott, The C h arac te r is t ics  of Effective Organizations 
(New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1972), p. 2. '
3
Daniel Katz and Robert L. Kahn, The Social Psychology of 
Organizations (New York: Wiley, 1978).
expectations of the  ex ternal environment. Others such as S c o t t J  sug­
gested th a t  c r i t e r i a  should r e la te  to  the organization as a u n i t ,  see­
ing effec tiveness  re la ted  to  the goals, processes or c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of
2
the organization i t s e l f .  Penning and Goodman propose an approach to  
effec tiveness  which focuses on organization subunits seeing organiza­
t io n a l  e ffec tiveness  as associated  with the con tribu tions o f ,  and the 
coordination among subunits . Argyris^ and o the rs ,  focus on individual 
performance as a c r i t e r io n  of organizational e f fec t iv en e ss ,  assuming 
organizational e ffec t iveness  to  be indicated by individual behavior or 
s a t i s f a c t io n .
Cameron, on discussing the  lack of th e o re t ic a l  and methodolog­
ical development in the s tud ies  of organizational e f fec t iv en e ss ,  co r­
re c t ly  pointed out, "the tendency of researchers  to  do a fine-gra ined  
analysis  of causes but a course-grained analysis  of e f f e c t s ." ^
5
An improved conceptual framework, according to  Mott, would be 
to  consider the concept of e ffec tiveness  as multidimensional. Mott and
Richard W. Sco tt ,  "Effectiveness of Organizational E ffec tive­
ness S tud ies ,"  in Paul S. Goodman and Johannes Pennings ( e d s .) .  New 
Perspectives on Organizational Effectiveness (San Francisco: Jossey- 
Bass, 1977 ), pp. 63-95.
2
Johannes M. Pennings and Paul S. Goodman, "Toward a Workable 
Framework," in Paul S. Goodman and Johannes M. Pennings ( e d s .) .  New 
Perspec tives  on Organizational Effectiveness (San Francisco: Jossey 
Bass, 1977), pp. 146-184
3
Chris Argyris, In terpersonal Competence and Organization 
Effectiveness (Homewood, I l l i n o i s :  Irwin, 1962).
^Kim Cameron, "Measuring Organizational Effectiveness in 
I n s t i tu t io n s  of Higher Education," Administrative Science Quarterly,
23 (December 1978), p. 625.
5
P. E. Mott, The C haracteristics  o f  E ffect ive  Organizations,
p. 2.
co-workers, a f te r  borrowing heavily from Seorgopoulos and Tannenbaum,^ 
suggested th a t  the concept of effec tiveness  is  multidimensional. Three 
e ffec t iveness  variab les were selected in his various s tudies  to  compare 
e ffec t iveness  across o rgan izations, regard less  of the type of the 
o rgan iza tions. The th ree  e ffec tiveness  c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  were:
(1) p roduc tiv ity—quantity  and qua l i ty  of work done in the organization ,
(2) a d a p ta b i l i ty —the o rgan iza tio n 's  a b i l i t y  to  adapt to  changing 
conditions ,  both in te rna l and ex te rn a l ,  and (3) f l e x i b i l i t y —the organ­
iz a t io n 's  a b i l i ty  to  cope with temporary, unpredictable emergencies. 
These th ree  variab les and t h e i r  re la t io n sh ip  to  overall organizational 
e ffec t iv en ess  were the th ru s t  of th i s  study.
Organizational Effectiveness Dimensions
Organizational researchers  have studied effec tiveness  from
d if f e re n t  points of view. The majority of these researchers derive the
e ffec t iveness  dimensions through questionnaires  and interview s. For 
2
example, Cameron id e n t if ied  nine effec tiveness  dimensions fo r  colleges 
and u n iv e rs i t ie s  in East and Midwest pa r ts  of the United S ta te s .  The 
nine dimensions were: (1) student educational s a t i s f a c t io n ,  (2) student
academic development, (3) student career development, (4) student 
personal development, (5) facu l ty  and adm inistrator employment s a t i s ­
f a c t io n ,  (6) professional development and qua l i ty  of the fa c u l ty .
Basil S. Georgopoulos and Arnold S. Tannenbaum, "A Study of 
Organizational E ffec tiveness ,"  American Sociological Review, 22 (1957), 
p. 535.
2
Cameron, "Measuring Organizational Effectiveness in I n s t i ­
tu t io n s  of Higher Education," pp. 504-629.
5(7) system openness and community in te ra c t io n ,  (8) a b i l i t y  to  acquire 
resources, and (9) organizational hea lth .
These dimensions were in te rco r re la ted  to  determine e f f e c t iv e ­
ness. Other researchers  s im ila r ly  have derived th e i r  own dimensions 
and inev itab ly  did c o r re la t io n a l  analyses to  determine e f fec t iv en e ss .
This study followed the  path of co r re la t io n a l  s tud ies  to  determine 
effec t iv en ess  based on the i n i t i a l  s tud ies  of Georgopoulos and Tannen­
baum ( l a t e r  modified by Mott) to  incorporate another dimension of 
f l e x i b i l i t y  in addition to  p roductiv ity  and ad ap tab i l i ty .
Statement of the  Problem
The problem fo r  t h i s  research was: What is  the  re la t io n sh ip  
between se lec ted  o rganizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  and organizational 
e ffec t iv en ess  in formal organizations?
This research proposed to  inves t iga te  whether the  organizational 
c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of p roduc tiv ity ,  ad a p ta b i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y  are re la ted  
to  organizational e f fe c t iv e n e ss .  I t  is  fu r th e r  proposed to  inv es t ig a te  
whether th e re  were d iffe rences  in perceptions of these c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  
between supervisory and nonsupervisory members of th ree  types of formal 
o rgan iza tions,  and whether th e re  were d ifferences  in the  emphases of 
importance of these  c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  in the  th ree  o rgan iza tions.
Purpose of the  Study
The purpose of t h i s  study can be summarized as: (1) to  id en tify  
the  concept of e ffec t iveness  in formal organizations and develop a b e t te r  
understanding of the conceptual and empirical domain of the  organizational
effec tiveness  construc t ,  and (2) to  t e s t  the  re la t io n sh ip  between three 
selected variables  of organizational effec tiveness : p roductiv ity ,  
ad ap tab il i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and (3) to  t e s t  the overall organizational 
effec tiveness  of th ree  types of organ izations—an in s t i tu t io n  of higher 
education, a government agency, and a business organization.
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum's^ model of e ffec tiveness  was the
major conceptual framework guiding th i s  study. The variab les of produc-
2
t i v i t y ,  ad ap tab il i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y  were studied by Mott in various 
organizational s e t t in g s .  This study was a hybrid of Georgopoulos and 
Tannenbaum's model and th a t  of Mott's approach.
Significance of the Study
Lack of research on the phenomenon of effec tiveness  in organ­
iza tions ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  educational organizations, is  obvious. Any study 
th a t  con tribu tes  to  the development and understanding of techniques of 
analyzing an in s t i tu t io n  of higher education within the  broader context 
of organizations of education is  of a p o ten tia l  value to  th e  contribution  
of knowledge about l i f e  in organizations. I t  is  under t h i s  assumption 
th a t  t h i s  study pursued the  concept of organizational e f fec t iv en ess ,  and 
in the f in a l  analysis ,  may furnish  an empirical basis fo r  decision makers 
in organizations including in s t i tu t io n s  of higher education. Further, 
the  study should add to  needed research e f fo r t  into the a p p l ic a b i l i ty  of 
the  concept of e ffec tiveness  to  both business firms as well as government 
agencies.
^Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, "A Study of Organizational Effec­
t iv e n e s s ,"  p. 535.
^M ott, The Characteristics o f E ffective  Organizations.
Limitations of the  Study
Causal inferences to  the  findings can only be specula tive 
because of the se t t in g s  of the study. This study was limited to  th ree  
types of formal o rgan iza tions—an in s t i tu t io n  of higher education, a 
business organization and a government agency. These th ree  organiza­
t io n s  are by no means rep resen ta t ive  of a l l  organizations and selected 
only fo r  convenience and proximity to  the  in v e s t ig a to r .  The th ree  
o rgan iza tions, though selec ted  from the metropolitan area of Oklahoma 
City, are not designed to  represen t t h e i r  respective  types of organ i­
za t ions .  As mentioned above, causal inferences to  the finding can only 
be misleading and unwarranted. This study focused on th re e  types  of 
o rganizations and on the perceptions of a p r io r i  e ffec tiveness  charac­
t e r i s t i c s  by t h e i r  respec tive  employees. In add ition , the study 
attempted to  give l ig h t  to  s im i la r i t i e s  or/and d i s s im i la r i t i e s  of the 
th ree  s p e c if ic a l ly  se lec ted  organizations under the study, and again, 
any inferences should be avoided.
Organization of the  Study
Chapter I is  in troductory  to  the  study. The remaining pa r ts  of 
the  study were subdivided as follows: A l i t e r a t u r e  review of relevance 
to  organizational e ffec t iveness  in Chapter I I .  The review of the  l i t e r ­
a tu re  was compartmentalized into th ree  sec tions: (a) the  general concept
of organizational e f fec t iv en e ss ,  (b) the issue of how organizational 
e ffec tiveness  is  approached, with emphasis upon two un iversa lly  accepted 
models: the goal and the system's model, (c) general review and previous 
f ind ings on th ree  selected organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of p roduc tiv ity ,  
a d a p ta b i l i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y  and o ther c losely  re la ted  variab les .
8Chapter I I I ,  "Research Design and Methodology," provides 
information re la ted  to  design, d e f in i t io n s  of terms, research question 
and hypotheses, sampling and data c o l le c t io n ,  instrumentation proce­
dures fo r  co l lec t io n  of data ,  and s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures.
Chapter IV, "Research Findings and A nalysis,"  comprises a 
compilation of the  data into systematic order fo r  s t a t i s t i c a l  tabu la tion  
and in te rp re ta t io n  to  answer questions ra ised  in the  statement of the 
problem.
Chapter V, "Summary Conclusions and Recommendations fo r  Further 
Study," contains a summary of the  research findings derived from the 
analyses of the data ,  and recommendations fo r  fu r th e r  s tu d ie s .
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction
A review of re levan t l i t e r a t u r e  w ill be presented in th i s  
chapter as follows: (1) the general concept of organizational
e f fec t iv en e ss ,  (2) the  issue of how organizational e ffec tiveness  i s  
pursued, and (3) s tudies on th ree  selected  organizational ch a ra c te r ­
i s t i c s  to  measure organizational e f fec t iv en ess .  Each section will 
be reviewed separa te ly .
The Concept of Organizational Effectiveness
Over the  past several decades organizational th e o r i s t s  and 
p ra c t i t io n e r s  have been debating whether the  concept of organizational 
e f fec t iv en ess  can be pursued system atica lly  and whether i t  can be 
developed fo r  evaluating organ izations. In the  l i t e r a t u r e ,  the  concept 
of organizational effec tiveness  is  often encountered, and most 
researchers  and p ra c t i t io n e rs  consider i t  as some so r t  of an end s ta t e .  
According to  S te e rs ,  ^ the  notion of organizational e ffec tiveness  is
^Richard M. S tee rs ,  Organizational Effec tiveness; A Behavioral 
View (Santa Monica, CA: Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc .,  1977), p. 9.
10
re fe rred  to  in the  l i t e r a t u r e  f a r  more than i t  is  studied in any system­
a t i c  way.
D efin itions o f  organizational effec tiveness  vary from one 
researcher to  another. For example, Mott defined organizational e f f e c ­
tiv en ess  as , ". . . th e  a b i l i t y  of an organization to  mobilize i t s  
cen ters  of power fo r  action-production and adaptation."^
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum defined i t  as, ". . . the  ex ten t to  
which an organization as a social system, given ce r ta in  resources and
means, f u l f i l l s  i t s  ob jectives  without incapacita ting  i t s  means and
2
resources and without placing undue s tra in  upon i t s  members."
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum concept of e ffec tiveness  subsumed 
the  following general c r i t e r i a :  (1) organizational productiv ity ,
(2) organizational f l e x i b i l i t y  in the form of successful adjustments to  
in te rna l organizational changes and successful adaptation to  ex te rna lly  
induced change, and (3) absence of in traorgan izational s t r a in ,  and 
c o n f l ic t  between organizational subgroups. These th ree  c r i t e r i a  r e la te  
to  th e  means/ends dimension of organizations and according to  them
3
"p o ten t ia l ly  apply to  a l l  o rgan iza tions."
In sp i te  of the  varie ty  of terms, concepts and operational d e f i ­
n i t io n s  th a t  have been employed with regard to  organizational e f f e c t iv e ­
ness, most in v e s t ig a to rs  tend im p lic it ly  or e x p l ic i t ly  to  make the 
following two assumptions: (1) th a t  complex organizations have an
p. 535.
3
^Mott, The C harac te r is t ics  of Effective Organizations, p. 17.
p
Georgopoulos, "A Study o f Organizational E ffectiveness,"
I b id . , p. 536.
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ultim ate  goal (mission or function) toward which they are s t r iv in g ,  and
(2) th a t  the u ltim ate goal can be id e n t i f ied  em pirically  and progress 
toward i t  measured. In th i s  sense, Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum a l leg e ,  
"the concept is  functional r a th e r  than s t ru c tu ra l ,  furthermore, i t  is  
probably most useful in comparative organizational research ra th e r  than 
absolute terms, but the concept could also be used develop mentally to  
study the e ffec tiveness  of the same organization overtim e," '
To r e i t e r a t e ,  many researchers  in th i s  area presume th a t  
cen tra l  to  any discussion of organizational e ffec tiveness  is  the  notion 
of goal. In f a c t ,  most d e f in i t io n s  of organizational e ffec tiveness  
u lt im ate ly  r e s t  on the question of how successful an organization has 
been in a t ta in ing  i t s  s ta ted  o b je c tiv e s .  More on th i s  and o ther 
approaches w ill follow on the  section of how organizational e f f e c t iv e ­
ness is  pursued.
Approaches to  Organizational Effectiveness Models
Approaches to  the study of organizational effec tiveness  models
2
are varied. According to  Cameron, these d i f fe re n t  approaches genera lly  
have emerged from d i f f e re n t  conceptualizations of the meaning of an 
organ ization . As the conceptualization of what an organization is  
changes, so do the  d e f in i t io n s  and approaches to  organizational e f f e c ­
t iv en ess .
^Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, "A Study of Organizational Effec­
t iv e n e s s ,"  p. 534.
2
Kim Careron, "Domains of Organizational Effectiveness in 
Colleges and U nivers ity ,"  Academy of Management Journal (March, 1981), 
p. 25.
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The goal and system models have received p a r t ic u la r  a t ten tion  
in recent years in the approaches to  defining organizational e f f e c t iv e ­
ness. Strasser^ and co llabora to rs  noted th a t  there  are many models of 
organizational e ffec tiveness  th a t  can be looked a t  on a continuum. He 
elaborated  the  continuum, from the simplest form of goal model on one 
end of the continuum to  the system model a t  the other end. Four d i s t i n c t  
models of goal, process, ecological or p a r t ic ip a n t  s a t i s fa c t io n  and 
system model are b r ie f ly  summarized next, s tre tch ing  from one end of the 
continuum to  the  o ther  end.
A. Goal Model. The most widely used model, both operatively  
and o f f i c i a l l y ,  i s  the  goal model. By organizational goal i t  is  
commonly accepted to  mean a s ta t e  of a f f a i r s  to  which the organization is  
attempting to  move. Parsons defined goal as "an image of a fu tu re
P
State, which may or may not be brought about."
0
Organizational goals can be c l a s s i f i e d  in many ways. Etzioni 
c l a s s i f i e d  organizational goals into  th ree  types: (1) order, (2) eco­
nomic, and (3) c u l tu r a l .  By order goals he meant an, ". . . attempt to  
control ac to rs  who are deviants in the eyes of some social un it the 
organization is  serving (frequently socie ty) by segregating them from
Stephen S tra sse r ,  J .  D. Eveland, Gaylord Cummins, 0. Lynn 
Deniston, John H. Romani, "Conceptualizing the Goals and System Models 
of Organizational Effectiveness - Implications fo r  Comparative Evalu­
ation  Research," Journal of Management S tud ies , 18 (1981), pp. 321-340.
2
Talcott Parsons, The S tructure  of Social Action (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1937), p. 44.
3
Etzioni, Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations,
p. 72.
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socie ty  and by blocking them from fu r th e r  deviant a c t iv i t i e s . " ^  Etzioni 
noted th a t  th i s  is  a negative goal in the  sense th a t  such organizations 
attempt to  prevent the occurrence of ce r ta in  events ra the r  than producing 
an ob jec t or a se rv ice .  Further, he argued, "order-centered organizations 
d i f f e r  according to  the  technique and means they use to  a t ta in  th e i r  
goals .  Some merely segregate deviants; o th e r 's  segregate and punish;
O
and s t i l l  o thers  e lim inate  deviants a l to g e th e r ."
The second c la s s i f i c a t io n  of organizational goals is  economic. 
Organizations with economic goals produce commodities and services 
supplied to  ou ts id e rs .
The th i rd  type of goals is  cu l tu ra l  goals. Etzioni described 
organizations  th a t  have cu l tu ra l  goals as , " in s t i tu t io n a l iz e d  conditions 
needed fo r  the  c rea tion  and preservation of symbolic ob jec ts ,  t h e i r  
app lica tion ,  and the  crea tion  or reinforcement of commitments to  such
3
o b je c ts ."  Research organizations and research-orien ted  u n iv e rs i t ie s  
fo r  example, sp ec ia liz e  in the  crea tion  of new cu l tu re .  Like a l l  educa­
t io n a l  o rgan iza tions,  the  l a t t e r  also con tribu te  to  the preservation of 
the  c u l tu ra l  he r itage  by t ra n s fe r r in g  i t  from generation to  generation 
mainly through teaching .
The goal model is  the  o ld e s t  and most common evaluation model, 
and th e re  are va r ia t io n s  and examples of th i s  approach. For example.
h b i d . ,  p. 72. 
^ Ib id . ,  p. 73. 
^ Ib id . ,  p. 73.
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1 9Price, and Weiss," based th e i r  extensive research on organizational 
e ffec t iveness  on t h i s  goal model. Cost-benefit and cc s t-e f fe c tiv en ess  
ana ly s is ,  fo r  example, are varian ts  of t h i s  goal evaluative approach.
A theme common to  a l l  of these  i s  the  strong emphasis goal model 
th e o r i s t s  and p ra c t i t io n e rs  place on outcomes and suboutcomes.
3
According to  Burns and S ta lker ,  the  goal model grew out of the 
mechanistic or machine theory of organizational dynamics. The conceptual 
basis  fo r  t h i s  approach derives from the t r a d i t io n a l  economic model of 
man and is  co n s is ten t  both with an in d u s tr ia l  engineering perspective
and much of modern microeconomic analysis  of organization behavior.
4 5Applied in operational terms by Taylor, and consis ten t with Weber's
conceptualizations of bureaucracy, the machine theory implied th a t
organizational e ffec tiveness  could be equated to  the  ex ten t to  which
the organization a t ta ined  a s e t  of ob jec tives  which included outcomes
such as p r o f i t ,  growth and increased p roductiv ity ,  and excluded measures
of organizational behavior and process. The means to  these  ends, these
th e o r i s t s  argued, could be a t ta ined  by ra t io n a l iz in g  organizational
1
J .  L. P rice , Organizational Effectiveness: An Inventory of 
Propositions (Homewood, I l l i n o i s :  Irwin Dorsey, 1958).
2
Carol H. Weiss, Evaluation Research.: Methods of Assessing 
Program Effectiveness (Englewood C l i f f s ,  N .J .:  Prentice Hall, 1972).
3
T. Burns and G. M. S ta lke r ,  The Management of Innovation 
(London: Tavistock, 1961).
^F. W. Taylor, The P rinc ip les  of S c ie n t i f ic  Management (New 
York: Harper and Row, 1911 ). •
5
Max Weber, The Theory of Social and Economic Organization 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1947).
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a c t i v i t i e s  in the most e f f i c i e n t  way. This view implies t h a t  organ i­
zat ions are goal-seeking e n t i t i e s  which should, the re fore ,  be evaluated 
by measuring the degree of goal at tainment.  A secondary but rela ted  
concept is th a t  an organ iza t ion 's  chances of  a t ta in ing  i t s  goals are 
maximized by maximizing the  quan t i t i e s  or  organizat ional  a c t i v i t i e s
1
which are goa l - re la ted .  This i s  the proposit ion underlying E tz ion i 's  
notion of the "paradox of ine ffec t iveness ."  The goals to  be pursued 
are defined as those of  the owner of the en te rp r i se ,  who would be the 
entrepreneur of stockholders fo r  pr ivate firms and the public fo r  edu­
cat ional  organizat ions or government agencies. The p o s s ib i l i ty  of a 
separate se t  of valid goals fo r  the members of  the organizat ion,  apar t  
from the owners, is ruled out by t h i s  de f in i t i o n .  Since goals are se t  
in terms of  rat iona l  s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  t h i s  def in i t ion  may exclude the 
p o s s ib i l i ty  of contradictory purposes.
Many organizations serve more than one goal .  Sometimes these 
goals f a l l  in the same general category,  and other  times they may f a l l  
into two or even th ree  ca tegor ies .  One problem with t h i s  approach is  
t h a t  an organizat ion may be judged to  be e f fec t ive  in areas outside i t s  
goal domain. Another problem i s ,  the organization may be ineffec t ive  
even when accomplishing i t s  goals i f  the goals are too low to  outs iders.
Organization t h e o r i s t s  argue th a t  the assessment of organiza­
t iona l  ef fec t iveness in terms of goal at tainment should be rejected  on 
the o re t ic a l  considerations as well as p rac t ica l  ones. Etzioni ,  for  
example, pointed out t h a t ,  "goals, as norms, as se ts  of  meanings 
depict ing t a rg e t  s t a t e s ,  are cu l tu ra l  e n t i t i e s .  Organizations, as
^E tz ion i, Modern Organizations, p. 109.
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systems of coordinated a c t i v i t i e s  of more than one ac tor ,  are social
systems."^ A s imilar  c r i t i c i sm  is  offered by Starbuck.
. . .  to  d is t inguish  goal from e f f e c t  is  a l l  but impossible. The 
re la t ion  between goals and r e s u l t s  is  polluted by environmental 
e f f e c t s ,  and people learn to  pursue r e a l i s t i c  goals .  If  growth 
is  d i f f i c u l t ,  the organizat ion wil l tend tc  pursue goals which^are 
not growth or ien ted .  What one observes are the learned goals .
Yuchtman and Seashore, a f t e r  surveying the l i t e r a t u r e  on organi­
zat ional  ef fec t iveness  via the goal model, pointed out t h a t  ". . . organ­
iz a t iona l  goals are e s s en t i a l ly  nothing more than courses of act ion 
imposed on the organizat ion by various forces in i t s  environment, r a the r  
than preferred end s ta t e s  toward which the organization i s  s t r iv in g ." ^  
Further , they argued, an adequate conceptualizat ion of organizat ional  
ef fec t iveness  should incorporate fac to rs  such as organizat ional  environ­
ment. Consequently, they proposed the "System Resource Model" to  
organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .
B. Process Model. A second approach to the  study of  organiza­
t iona l  e f fec t iveness  is the process model. The process model assumes 
effec t iveness  is  equated with internal  organizational  hea l th,  e f f ic iency ,  
or  smooth internal  process and procedures. The princ ip le  of supportive 
re la t ionsh ips  as advocated by Likert i s  believed to  bring the in te rnal
Amitai Etzioni,  "Two Approaches to  Organizational Analysis: A 
Cri t ique and a Suggestion," Administrative Science Quarterly,  5 (Septem­
ber,  1960), p. 258.
2
William H. Starbuck, "Organizational Growth and Development," 
in James 6. March, ed . .  Handbook of Organizations (Chicago: Rand 
McNally, 1965), p. 465.
3
Ephraim Yuchtman and Stanley E, Seashore, "A System Resource 
Approach to  Organizational E f fec t iveness , " American Sociological Review, 
32 (1967 ), p. 894.
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harmony and organizat ional  heal th fo r  an organizat ion to  be e f f e c t iv e .
Likert s ta ted  the p r inc ip le  as fol lows:
The Leadership and other  processes of the organizat ion must 
be such as to  ensure a maximum probab il i ty  t h a t  in a l l  
in te rac t ions  and in a l l  re la t ionsh ips  within the organizat ion,  
each member, in the l ig h t  of his  background, values,  des i re s ,  
and expec ta t ions ,  wil l  view the  experience as support ive and 
one which builds and maintains his  sense of  personal worth 
and importance. '
S tee rs ,  in discussing the process model wrote t h a t ,
. . . ul t imate behaviors or  outcomes are determined by the 
in te rac t ion  of individual needs and perceived organizat ional  
environment. The re su l t ing  level of performance, s a t i s f a c ­
t i o n ,  and so fo r th ,  then feeds back to  con t r ibu te  not only 
to  the cl imate of  the p a r t i c u la r  work environment but also 
to  possible  changes in managerial po l ic ie s  and p rac t ices .^
However, others argue t h a t  an organizat ion may be e f fec t ive  when 
organiza t ional  heal th i s  low and in terna l  processes are unfavorable.  In 
add i t ion ,  in tu rbu len t  external  environments, the presence of organiza­
t iona l  slack may indicate an e f f ic iency  in in ternal  processes while 
being e s s en t i a l  fo r  long term organizat ional  survival  and adap tab i l i ty .
C. Ecological Model or the  P ar t ic ipan t  S a t i s fac t ion  Model. In 
t h i s  model, e f fec t iveness  is  defined in terms of the degree to  which the 
needs and expectat ions of s t r a t e g ic  cons t i tuents  are met by the organ­
iz a t ion .  This approach can be viewed as a summary measure fo r  an
3
organ izat ion ,  and, according to  Steers ,  the  most e f f e c t iv e  organization
^R. Likert ,  New Patterns of Management (New York: McGraw-Hill 
1961), p. 103.
p
Richard M. S tee rs ,  Organizational Effec t iveness,  A Behavioral 
View (Santa Monica CA: Goodyear Publishing Company, Inc. ,  1977).
^ Ib id . ,  p. 104.
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is  t h a t  which a t  l e a s t  minimally s a t i s f i e s  or  reduces d i s s a t i s f a c t io n  
of  i t s  major s t r a t e g ic  cons t i tuencies .  Cameron, however, pointed out 
th a t  "organizat ions may ignore s t r a t eg ic  cons t i tuencies ,  in seeking 
ef fec t iveness ,  and they may achieve success in sp i te  of conf l ic t ing  or 
cont rad ictory const i tuency expectat ions."^
D. The System Resource Model .  The system model of  evaluating 
organizat ional  ef fec t iveness  is  a more recent  development, and can be 
viewed as an in te rac t ive  sum of the th ree  previous models mentioned. 
Though the re  are many var ia t ions  and adaptat ions of  t h i s  method, there  
do e x i s t  some common overriding themes. The most important common idea 
i s  t h a t  system th e o r i s t s  perceive organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  to  be a 
multidimensional cons truc t .  The organizat ion i s  seen as a se t  of i n t e r ­
dependent and in te rac t ive  subsystems of  ro le s ,  functions and individual 
behaviors,  in terac t ing  with i t s  surrounding environment. The extent  to  
which the organization meets the problem of  i t s  internal  subsystems and 
copes with i t s  external  environment is  the extent  to  which the organ i­
zat ion performs e f fe c t iv e ly .
The system model focuses on the a b i l i t y  of  the organizat ion to
obtain needed resources. The model emphasizes according to  Yuchtman 
2
and Seashore, both the  d i s t inc t iveness  of the organizat ion as an iden­
t i f i a b l e  social  s t ruc tu re  and the interdependence of  the organizat ion 
with i t s  environment. The f i r s t  theme supports the idea of  formal
^Cameron, "Domains of  Organizational Effect iveness in Colleges 
and U nivers i t ies ,"  p. 26.
2
Yuchtman and Seashore, "A System Resource Approach to  Organ­
izat iona l  Effec t iveness ,"  pp. 891-903.
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organizat ions,  not as phenomena incidental  to  individual behavior or 
soc ie ta l  functioning,  but as e n t i t i e s  appropriate fo r  analysis  a t  t h e i r  
own leve l .  The second theme points to  the nature of in te rre la tedness  
between the  organization and i t s  environment as the key source of  in fo r ­
mation concerning organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .  Yuchtman and Seashore 
wrote when discussing the model t h a t ,  "most ex is t ing  def in i t ions  of 
organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  have been formulated,  implic i t ly  or  exp l ic ­
i t l y ,  in terms of  a r e la t io n  between the  organization and i t s  environment 
and the cruc ia l  ta sk  is the  conceptualizat ion of t h a t  re la t ion ."^  The 
system model provides a useful basis  fo r  viewing the interdependence 
between the  organizat ion and i t s  environment t h a t  takes in the form of 
input-output  t r ansac t ions .
In defining organizat ional  e f fec t iveness ,  Yuchtman and Seashore 
proposed a model in terms of  a bargaining pos i t ion ,  as re f lec ted  in the 
a b i l i t y  of  the organizat ion in e i t h e r  absolute or r e l a t i v e  terms, "to
2
exp lo i t  i t s  environment in the  acquis i t ion  of  scarce and valued resources ."  
The concept of  "bargaining pos i t ion ,"  according to them, implies the 
exclusion of any spec i f ic  goal or function as the ul t imate c r i t e r io n  of 
organ izat ional  e f fec t iveness .  The resource-ge tt ing capab i l i ty  i s  only 
one of  the  th ree  major cyc l ic  phases, the other  two being the throughput 
and the output  in the system model of  an organizat ion.  Their def in i t ion  
of organ izat iona l  e f fec t iveness  points  to  the  bargaining posi t ion with
1
Yuchtman and Seashore, "A System Resource Approach to  Organi­
zat iona l  Effec t iveness ,"  p. 894.
^ Ib id . ,  p. 898.
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regard to the acqu is i t ion of resources and not to  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  of 
scarce and valued resources as such.
The system resource model has po te n t ia l ly  d i s t i n c t  advantages, 
fo r  i t  r e j e c t s  the notion of ul t imate goal and instead replaces the 
concept with a multidimensional s e t  of c r i t e r i a .  In s im i la r  fashion,  
Yuchtman and Seashore al leged "the judgement of  the meaning of  each 
c r i t e r io n  variable r e s t s  not upon an absolute value judgement or a 
universal  conceptual meaning, but rather  upon the j o i n t  considerat ion of 
an extensive integrated se t  of organizat ional  performance and ac t iv i t y  
var iab les .
In sum, system models im plic i t ly  emphasize c r i t e r i a  designed to 
r e f l e c t  the concept of  an organizat ion as a social system—c r i t e r i a  such 
as organizat ional  product iv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  capab i l i ty  of 
deal ing with c o n f l i c t ,  coordination of subunits and al loca t ion  of 
resources.
Each of  these four approaches has ce r ta in  advantages and d i s ­
advantages as a research and theo re t ica l  to o l .  For example, one approach
may be appropriate in ce r ta in  circumstances or  with cer ta in  types of
2
organizat ions fo r  which other  models are not appropriate.  Cameron 
pointed out th a t  one major considerat ion in determining which model is 
most appropriate in assessing e f fec t iveness  i s  the domain of  ac t iv i t y  
in which the  organization is operat ing.  The s t r a t eg ic  cons t i tuencies 
approach may be most applicable in an organizat ion operat ing in mult iple
h b i d . ,  p. 899.
2
Cameron, "Domains of  Organizational Effectiveness in Colleges 
and U nive rs i t ie s ,"  p. 26.
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domains, fo r  instance,  where outcomes are obscure, or when required to 
respond to  a diverse group of consti tuency demands. The goal model, on 
the other  hand, i s  not appropriate in those types of organizat ional  
set t ings,  but is  most appropriate when organizat ional  domains are narrowly 
defined,  goals are consensual, or  when outcomes are ea s i ly  ide n t i f i ab le .
Selected Related Studies of Organizational 
Effectiveness
Trad i t iona lly ,  in the study of organizat ions,  e ffec t iveness  has 
been viewed and operat ional ized mainly in terms of produc tiv i ty.  In 
t h i s  connection,  Thorndike^ has noted a general tendency on the par t  of 
personnel and Indus t r ia l  psychologists to  accept as "ultimate c r i t e r i a "  
of  organizat ional  success the following: organizat ional  product iv i ty,  
net  p r o f i t ,  the ex ten t  to which the organizat ion accomplishes i t s  various 
missions, and the success of  the  organization in maintaining or  expanding 
i t s e l f .  Other variables  t h a t  have been used in various contexts as 
c r i t e r i a  of e f fec t iveness  include morale, commitment to  the  organizat ion,
personnel turnover and absenteeism, and member s a t i s f a c t io n .
2
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, in a study of s ta t ion  un its  of an 
indus t r ia l  organiza t ion,  defined organizat ional  ef fec t iveness  as "the 
ex ten t  to  which an organizat ion as a socia l  system, given cer ta in  
resources and means, f u l f i l l s  i t s  ob ject ives  without incapac itat ing  i t s  
means and resources and without placing undue s t r a in  upon i t s  members."
^R. L. Thorndike, Personnel Select ion:  Test and Measurement 
Techniques (New York: Wiley, 1949), pp. 121-1241
2
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, "A Study of Organizational 
Effec t iveness ,"  pp. 535-536.
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This conception of organizat ional  ef fec t iveness  led the authors to  pro­
pose th ree  general e f fec t iveness  c r i t e r i a  th a t  r e l a t e  to  the means-ends 
dimension of organizat ional  behavior. These c r i t e r i a  are:  (1) produc­
t i v i t y ,  (2) f l e x i b i l i t y —in the form of adaptation to  in te rna l ly  and 
ex te rna l ly  induced changes, and (3) absence of in t ra-organiza t iona l  
s t r a in  and c o n f l i c t  between individuals  and work un its  in the organi­
zat ion.
The researchers  operat ional ized these c r i t e r i a  in an indus tr ia l  
service spec ia l iz ing  in the  de l ivery  of  r e t a i l  merchandise. Thirty-two 
operat ional  un i t s  ( s ta t ions )  of  the indus t r ia l  service located in d i f f e r ­
ent  metropoli tan areas were studied.  Productivi ty was measured on the 
basis  of  records of performance contained in company-wide records. 
F le x i b i l i ty  was measured by two items, one tapping adap tab i l i ty  to 
in ternal  change and the o ther  adap tab i l i ty  to  external  change. In tra-  
organizat ional  s t r a i n  was measured by a question which asked nonsuper- 
visory personnel about the amount of c o n f l i c t  and tension between 
employees and supervisors .  These var iables were combined to  form an 
overal l  measure of  organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .  The r e s u l t s  of  the 
study indicated t h a t  the  var iables or  c r i t e r i a  were s ign i f i can t ly  re la ted  
to  one another and to  overal l  organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .  All r e l a ­
t ionsh ips  were found to  be pos i t ive  with the exception of  those involving 
in t ra-organ iza t iona l  s t r a i n .
The importance of t h i s  study, beyond i t s  multidimensional focus,  
has to  do with the development of  general c r i t e r i a  fo r  assessing e f f e c ­
t iveness  across d i f f e r e n t  types of  organizat ions.  This was one of  the
23
f i r s t  s tudies  to  advance general c r i t e r i a  f o r  examing organizat ional  
e f fec t iveness .
Friedlander and Pickle^ studied the  components of  e ffec t iveness  
in 97 small business organizat ions based on a general system perspect ive .  
The major assumption underlying t h e i r  study was t h a t  i f  an organizat ion 
i s  to be e f f e c t iv e  in terms of  survival  and growth, the needs and demands 
of i t s  employees, owners, and the relevant  members of  the  socie ty  with 
whom i t  t r an s ac t s  ( i . e . ,  community, governments, customers, supplie rs ,  
and c red i to r s )  must be f u l f i l l e d .  Given t h i s  assumption, Friedlander 
and Pickle co l lec ted  and analyzed data which re f lec ted  the in ternal  and 
external  components of organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  in an e f f o r t  to 
ascer ta in  the  extent  of re la t ionsh ip  between these  components. The 
r e s u l t s  of the study indicated t h a t  the re  were only a moderate number 
of  re la t ionsh ips  between the degree to  which the organizat ions simul­
taneously s a t i s f i e d  the needs of t h e i r  in te rna l  components and the
components of  the la rger  system.
2
Mahoney and Weitzel conducted a study which focused on mana­
g e r ia l  perceptions and judgements of  organ izat iona l  e f fec t iveness .  
Eighty-four managers in th i r t e e n  companies were asked to  describe t h e i r  
subordinate organizat ion unit s  ( i . e . ,  departments, d iv i s ions ,  sect ions)  
in terms of t h e i r  perception of 114 spec i f ic  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h a t  have
^Frank Friedlander and Hall Pickle, "Components of  E ffec t ive­
ness in Small Organizat ions,"  Administrat ive Science Quarterly,  13 
(1968), pp. 289-304.
2
Thomas A. Mahoney and William Weitzel,  "Managerial Models 
of  Organizational Effec t iveness ,"  Administrat ive Science Quarterly,
14 (1969), pp. 351-365.
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been considered c r i t e r i a  of  organizational  e f fec t iveness .  Factor ana l­
ys is  of the 114 variable assessments indicated 24 dimensions of  e f f e c ­
t iveness .  The dominant dimension iso la ted  was productivi ty-support  
u t i l i z a t i o n  as re f lec ted  by " e f f ic i en t  performance; mutual support and 
respect  of supervisors and subordinates;  and u t i l i z a t i o n  of personnel 
s k i l l s  and a b i l i t i e s . "
Bidwell and Kasarda' followed an open systems approach in t h e i r  
study on organizat ional  ef fec t iveness  in school d i s t r i c t  organizat ions.  
They were primari ly in teres ted  in determining the e f f e c t s  of selected 
environmental conditions and organizat ional  a t t r i b u t e s  on organizational 
e f fec t iveness  as defined by goal achievement. Goal achievement was 
measured in terms of reading and mathematic achievement of  s tudents in 
the various school d i s t r i c t s  in the State of Colorado. The environ­
mental variab les  included school d i s t r i c t  s ize,  f i s c a l  resources, 
disadvantaged s tudents ,  percent nonwhite, and educational level of 
population res iding in the school d i s t r i c t s .  The organizat ional  v a r i ­
ables consisted of pupil - teacher  r a t i o ,  adminis tra t ive in tens i ty ,  
professional  s t a f f  support,  and s t a f f  q u a l i f i c a t io n .  A causal model was 
constructed employing the environmental variab les  as exogenous var iables ,  
the  organizat ional  variables as intervening var iables and achievement as 
the dependent var iab le .  The r e su l t s  of the study revealed th a t  only 
one of the environmental var iab les ,  percent nonwhite, had s ign i f ican t  
d i r e c t  e f f e c t s  on student  achievement le ve ls ;  the other  var iables had
^Charles E. Bidwell and John D. Kasarda, "School D is t r ic t  
Organization and Student Achievement," American Sociological Review, 
40 (1975), pp. 55-70.
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important ind i rec t  e f f e c t s  on achievement through t h e i r  d i r e c t  e f fec t s  
on the organizat ional  variab les .  S ta f f  qua l i f i ca t ion  was the only 
organizational  variable t h a t  fostered achievement.
M ot tJ  in his  book, The Charac te r is t ics  of Effect ive Organ­
iz a t io n , summarized research on organizat ional  ef fec t iveness  on the 
th ree  organizat ional  ch a ra c te r i s t i c s  of produc tiv i ty,  adap tab i l i ty  and 
f l e x i b i l i t y .  In hi s  f indings ,  general hosp i ta ls '  pat tern  of  responses 
was d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of  government agencies.  On the average, 
hosp i ta l s '  score on adaptation was well above the se l f -appra i sa l  
obtained in government agencies.  His f inding re f lec ted  t h a t  "hospitals  
are centers  fo r  the  di ffus ion  of new knowledge about medical techniques 
and drugs, and t h e i r  s t a f f  f e e l s  a strong need to  adapt new techniques
when there  i s  the  s l i g h t e s t  p o s s ib i l i ty  t h a t  they wil l  save the l ives  
2
of p a t i e n t s . "  The hosp i ta l s '  f l e x i b i l i t y  scores were found to be 
considerable lower than the corresponding scores fo r  the government 
agencies.
These s tudies are relevant  to  the present  study in t h a t  they 
point to  various face ts  of  organizat ional  behavior t h a t  should be 
considered as a pa r t  of  the conceptual and empirical domain of the 
organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  cons truc t .  The irony, however, i s  the 
gross inconsistencies  among the s tudies with regard to  defining charac­
t e r i s t i c s  of  organiza t ional  e f fec t iveness .  One study might show a 
pos i t ive  re la t ionsh ip  between two var iab les ,  another no re la t ionsh ip .
^Mott, The Charac te r is t ic s  of  Effect ive Organizations. 
^ Ib id . ,  p.  34.
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and a th i rd  a negative re la t io n sh ip .  The explanation fo r  these d i spa r ­
i t i e s  could well be the d i s s i m i l a r i t i e s  among the  se t t ings  in which these 
studies were conducted.
Summary of Related Li te ra ture
The review of re la ted  l i t e r a t u r e  focused on: (1) the general
concept of organizat ional  e f fec t iveness ,  (2) the issue of  how organiza­
t iona l  e f fec t iveness  is  pursued, and (3) re la ted  selec ted  s tudies on 
the organizat ional  c h a ra c t e r i s t i c s  of productiv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty  and 
f l e x i b i l i t y  used to  measure organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .
The concept of  organizat ional  e f fec t iveness ,  sometimes cal led  
organizat ional  "success" or  organizat ional  "worth," is o rd ina r i ly  used, 
according to  t h e o r i s t s ,  to  r e f e r  to  goal-a t ta inment .  In t h i s  sense,  i t  
i s  a functional  ra the r  than a s t ruc tu ra l  concept.  The concept of goal ,  
in most instances,  is  a mental abs trac t ion  and tends to be ambiguous and 
fuzzy. Studies based on t h i s  concept are l i ke ly  to  be of  limited value.
On issues of  how organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  i s  pursued, four 
approaches were reviewed fo r  t h e i r  populari ty in the l i t e r a t u r e  of 
organizat ional  e f fec t iveness .  These models can be viewed as extending 
on a continuum from the simpler model of the goal model from one end, 
to  the  more complex model of  systems on the  other  end.
The goal model was discussed ex tensively .  Although i t  is 
con t rovers ia l ,  i t  s t i l l  receives the most a t ten t ion  in the l i t e r a t u r e  
of  organizational  e f fec t iveness .  The process model assumes e f f e c t i v e ­
ness is equivalent to  in ternal  organizat ional  hea l th ,  e f f ic iency ,  or 
smooth internal  process and procedures.  L ike r t ' s  p r inc ip le  of
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supportive re la t ionsh ips  is  cent ral  to  the p r inc ip le  of  the process 
model. The ecological  model or  the pa r t i c ip a n t  s a t i s f ac t io n  model 
emphasizes the needs and expectat ions of  s t r a t e g ic  cons t i tuents  of  the 
organ izat ion.  The system resource model focuses on the a b i l i t y  of 
the  organizat ion to  obtain needed resources.  The model emphasizes the 
d i s t in c t iv en ess  of  the  organizat ion as an id e n t i f i a b le  social  s t ruc tu re  
and the interdependence of  the  organization with i t s  environment.
Studies on organizational ef fec t iveness  by means of the  three  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  product iv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y  and other  
organizat iona l  c h a ra c t e r i s t i c s  are f i l l e d  with con t rad ic t ions ,  with only 
a few exceptions.
CHAPTER I I I
RESEARCH DESIGN
Theoretical  Framework and the  Research Model
Most o r ig ina l  ef fec t iveness  models attempt to  se t  for th  evalu­
a t ion c r i t e r i a  t h a t  can be applied to  a wide varie ty  of organizat ions.  
Child^ terms t h i s  the  "un ive rsa l i s t i c "  model. Caplow, fo r  example, 
s ta ted  t h a t  the development of a "single th e o re t ic a l  model, although
rough and incomplete, can be used to  analyze organizat ions of any type
2
or s ize ,  regard less  of  t h e i r  cu l tu ra l  or  h i s to r i c a l  location . . . "
3
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum also proposed a general ized model 
t h a t  can p o te n t i a l ly  apply to  a l l  organiza t ions .  The conceptual 
framework used in t h i s  study was based on Mott's'^ outl ine  in The Char­
a c t e r i s t i c s  of Effec t ive Organization. The assumption i s  t h a t  the
J .  Child, "Managerial and Organizational Factors Associated 
with Company Performance," Journal of Management Studies (1974), 
pp. 175-189.
p
Theodore Caplow, Principles  of  Organizations (New York: 
Harcourt,  Brace & World, 1964), p. V.
3
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, "A Study of  Organizational 
Ef fec t iveness ,"  pp. 534-540.
'^Mott, The Charac te r i s t ics  of Effect ive Organizations.
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concept of e f fec t iveness  is  multidimensional, involving many variab les .  
Speci f ica l ly ,  t h i s  study used three var iab les—product iv i ty,  adaptabil ­
i t y ,  and f l e x i b i l i t y —to measure ef fec t iveness  and t h e i r  i n t e r r e l a t i o n ­
ship to  each other .
The research model to  be u t i l i z e d  in t h i s  study is schemati­
ca l ly  depicted in Figure 1.
Fig. 1.—The research model 
where E = Organizational Effectiveness 
A = Organizational Adaptabil i ty 
P = Organizational Productivity 
F = Organizational F lex ib i l i ty
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Restatement of the Problem
The problem fo r  t h i s  research was: What is the re la t ionsh ip  
between selected organizat ional  ch a ra c te r i s t i c s  and organizational  
e f fec t iveness  in th ree  formal organizat ions?
This research proposed to invest igate whether the organiza­
t iona l  c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  of produc tiv i ty,  adap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y ,  
which were i n i t i a l l y  studied by Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, were 
re la ted  to  organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  in the selected organizat ions 
studied.  I t  was fu r the r  proposed to  invest igate whether the re  are 
d ifferences  in perceptions of these c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  between super­
visory and nonsupervisory members of th ree  types of formal organiza­
t i o n s ,  and whether the re  are d if ferences  in the emphasis placed on the 
importance of these c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  in the th ree  organizat ions .
The following conceptual questions were invest iga ted:
1. Are the re  re la t ionsh ips  between perceived organizat ional  
c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  (product iv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y )  and 
organizat ional  e f fec t ivensss  as perceived by nonsupervisory and 
supervisory employees of the organizat ions under the study?
2. Are there  re la t ionsh ips  between the perceptions of  the 
importance of  organizat ional  ch a ra c te r i s t i c s  and organizational  
e f fec t iveness  as perceived by nonsupervisory and supervisory employees 
of the organizat ions under the study?
1
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, "A Study of Organizational 
Effec t iveness,"  pp. 535-536.
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3. Are the re  d ifferences  in the emphasis placed on the 
importance of the perceived organizat ional  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  produc­
t i v i t y ,  adap tab i l i ty ,  and f l e x i b i l i t y  between supervisory and non­
supervisory members of  the th ree  formal organizations?
4. Are the re  d ifferences  in the emphasis placed on the 
importance of  perceived organizat ional  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  between the three 
selec ted  formal organiza t ions  as perceived by nonsupervisory and super­
visory employees of t h e i r  respect ive organizat ion?
Definit ion of Terms
Effec t iveness : "The a b i l i t y  of  an organizat ion to  mobilize
i t s  cente rs  of power fo r  act ion-production and adaptat ion."^
Produc t iv i ty : "Employee's perception of the  quanti ty and
qua l i ty  of work done in t h e i r  d iv ision  or  departments as well as the
2
ef f ic iency  with which the work is  done."
A dap tab i l i ty : "Employee's perception of t h e i r  organ iza t ion 's
3
a b i l i t y  to  a n t ic ip a te  problems, and f ind good so lu t ions . "
F l e x i b i l i t y : "Abili ty to  cope with temporarily unpredictable
emergencies."^
^Mott, The Charac te r i s t ics  of  Effect ive Organizations, p. 17. 
^ Ib id . ,  p. 17.
^ Ib id . ,  p. VIII.
^ Ib id . ,  p.  VIII.
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S a t i s f a c t io n : "Employee's s a t i s f a c t io n  with fel low workers,
jobs ,  superiors ,  t h e i r  organizat ion compared with o the rs ,  pay, progress 
in the organizat ion so f a r ,  and chances fo r  advancement in the fu tu re. "^
Research Design and Presentat ion of Hypotheses
In order to  gain an understanding of  the major research ques­
t ion  and hypotheses in a c l ea r  manner, both the research question and 
hypotheses are s tated below. The research question i s  t e s t ed  with four 
hypotheses which were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  t e s ted  a t  the = 0.05 s igni f icance  
l e v e l .
Research Problem
What is  the r e la t ionsh ip  between selected organizat ional  char­
a c t e r i s t i c s  of productiv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and organiza­
t iona l  e f fect iveness?
The following hypotheses are presented fo r  inves t iga t ion :
HYPOTHESIS 1 : There is  a s ig n i f i c a n t  re la t ionsh ip  between the 
perceived organizat ional  c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  of  productiv i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  
and adap tab i l i ty  and organizat ional  e f fec t iveness  as perceived by non­
supervisory and supervisory employees of  the organizat ions under the 
study.
HYPOTHESIS 2 : There i s  a s ign i f i can t  r e la t ionsh ip  between the 
perceived importance of organizat ional  c h a ra c t e r i s t i c s  and organiza­
t iona l  e f fec t iveness  as perceived by employees of the organizat ions  under 
the study.
1
Rensis Likert ,  "Human Resource Accounting: Building and 
Assessing Productive Organizat ions,"  Personnel , May/June, 1973, p. 10.
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HYPOTHESIS 3 : There is no s ign i f i can t  dif ference in emphasis 
placed on the importance of the perceived organizational cha ra c te r i s t i c s  
between supervisory and non-supervisory members of  the three  organi­
zat ions.
HYPOTHESIS 4 : There is  no s ign i f i can t  dif ference in the 
emphasis placed on the importance of the perceived ch a ra c te r i s t i c s  of 
organizational  ef fec t iveness  among the three  selected organizat ions as 
perceived by non-supervisory and supervisory employees of  the organi ­
zat ions  under the study.
Population and Sampling
The population fo r  t h i s  study consisted of a l l  employees 
employed in the th ree  selected organizat ions in the Oklahoma City area.  
The subjects  of the study were comprised of 150 employees of three  
formal organizations: (1) an in s t i t u t i o n  of higher education,  (2) a
bus iness -prof i t  organizat ion,  and (3) a government agency. All three  
organizations are of s imilar  s ize ,  in the range of 150-400 employees 
each. Samples were drawn from each of  the three  organizat ions by using 
25 employees in adminis tra t ive/ supervisory  capacity and 25 employees in 
a non-administrat ive/supervisory capacity,  a l l  of whom are randomly 
selec ted from the th ree  pa r t i c ipa t ing  organizat ions in the study.  The 
assumption in t h i s  study is  th a t  the sampling procedure produced a 
rep resen tat ive sample. When discussing sampling theory,  Kerlinger 
pointed out ,  "sampling is  taking any portion of a population or  universe 
as represen ta t ive of t h a t  population or  universe."^
1
F. N. Kerlinger,  Foundations of Behavioral Research (New York: 
Holt,  Rinehart,  Winston, Inc. ,  1973), p. 9B.
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This study cons is ts  of  four sample spaces. The f i r s t  sample 
space is the th ree  types of  formal organizations in metropoli tan 
Oklahoma City area .  The second sample space is the spec if ic  organ i­
zat ion under the study.  The th i rd  sample space is the supervisory or  
management level personnel in these organizat ions.  The four th  sample 
space is the nonsupervisory employees of  the three selected organi­
za t ions .  The th ree  organizat ions are designated with the l e t t e r s ,
E fo r  the in s t i tu t i o n  of  higher education,  B fo r  the business organ­
iz a t ion ,  and G fo r  the government agency.
Method of  Gathering the Data
Survey data may be collected in several ways: mailed quest ion­
n a i re s ,  personal interviews,  and telephone interviews.  This study 
bas ica l ly  used the in ter -organ iza t ion  mailed questionnaires in which 
administ rators  of  individual  organizat ions were contacted by the
1
inves t iga to r  and the  purpose and object ives of the study were explained.  
In cooperation with a designated coordinator or  f a c i l i t a t o r ,  the ques­
t ionna i re s  were mailed to  the selected subjects  and the pa r t i c ipan ts  
were instruc ted  to  return the questionnaires to  the designated f a c i l i ­
t a t o r  of the respec t ive organizat ion.  Conf identia l i ty  of individual 
responses and the o rgan iza t ion 's  id en t i ty  was assured to  par t i c ipan ts  
to  increase pa r t i c ipa t ion  and reduce biased responses.
The response r a te  of returned quest ionnaires by the  th ree  
selec ted  organizat ions fo r  the study i s  shown in Table 1.
I n i t i a l  contact to  the organizat ions was made by the i n v e s t i ­
ga tor  with the help of individuals  f a m i l i a r  with the  organizations 
studied .
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TABLE 1
ORGANIZATION TYPE AND RESPONSE RATE
Organization
Type*
Questionnaires
Distr ibuted
Questionnaires
Collected
Return 
Rate ( % )
E 50 43 86%
G 50 32 64%
B 50 35 70%
★
Type E = An In s t i t u t io n  of Higher Education
G = A Government Agency 
B = A P ro f i t  Business Organization
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TABLE 2
RESPONSE RATE BY TYPE OF EMPLOYEE
Organization/Type 
of Employee
Questionnaire
Distributed
Questionnaire
Returned
Return 
Rate { % )
Organization E
Administrator
Supervisor
25 21 84%
Staff  Employee 25 22 88%
Organization B
Administrator
Supervisor
25 14 56%
Staf f  Employee 25 21 84%
Organization G
Administrator
Supervisor
25 17 68%
S ta f f  Employee 25 15 60%
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In t h i s  study, the  Mott^ ef fec t iveness  instrument was used as 
the means to  c o l l e c t  the basic data.
The organizat ions '  ef fect iveness  is  the dependent var iable .
As s ta ted  e a r l i e r ,  th ree  c r i t e r i a  (independent var iables)  were selected 
to  be used as measures of organizat ional  e f fec t iveness :  adap tab i l i ty ,  
p roductiv i ty ,  and f l e x i b i l i t y .
Mott 's basic instrument contained eight  items to  measure 
e f fec t iveness .  (See Appendix A) The f i r s t  th ree  items are re la ted  to 
productiv i ty ,  the  next four  items to  adap tab i l i ty ,  and the l a s t  item to  
f l e x i b i l i t y .  The researcher supplemented the  instrument with s ix  more 
items t h a t  did not a f f e c t  the r e l i a b i l i t y  of the  instrument, re la ted  
to  questions such as s a t i s f a c t i o n  and ranking the cha ra c te r i s t i c s  of 
e f fec t iveness  in order of importance to the respect ive organizat ion.
The notable c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  the instrument are:  1) i t s
simpleness and br ie fness  to  administer,  and 2) i t s  a b i l i t y  to  provide
comparable data across types of organizat ions .  Mott 's instrument was
widely used in d i f f e r e n t  s e t t ings  of s tudies from hosp i ta ls ,  banks,
government agency to  manufacturing f irms, and the reported r e l i a b i l i t y
2
co e f f i c i e n t s  range from 0.55 to 0.77 with the t e s t - r e t e s t  method.
In addi t ion to  the  r e l i a b i l i t y  coe f f i c ien t s  reported by Mott and 
co-workers, they have also  found th a t  t h e i r  e f fec t iveness  measure by 
the se l f -eva lua t ion  approach cons is te n tly  agreed with evaluations of
^Mott, The C harac te r i s t ics  of Effect ive Organization, pp. 205-
216.
2
Mott, The C harac te r i s t ics  of Effect ive Organization, pp. 193-
194.
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effec t iveness  by a panel of outside exper t /p rofess ionals  who are fami l­
i a r  with the p a r t i c u la r  organization under the study. Nevertheless, 
Mott warns t h a t  the "se lf-evaluat ion approach assumes th a t  respondents
wil l  use viable professional  s tandards.  If  they do not,  the va l id i ty
1
of the r e s u l t  is  ques t ionable."
Method of Analyzing the Data
This study had four primary object ives:  (1) to  observe the
re la t ionship  between se lected organizat ional  c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  of  pro­
duc t iv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and organizat ional  ef fec t iveness  
of  three types of organizat ions in an in s t i t u t i o n  of  higher education,  
a business organizat ion and a government agency, (2) to  discover d i f ­
ferences,  i f  any, between supervisory and nonsupervisory perceptions 
of  the importance of  organizat ional  c h a ra c t e r i s t i c s ,  (3) to  observe 
d ifferences in emphases of  importance of the perceived organizat ional  
c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  between supervisory and nonsupervisory employee, and 
(4) to  invest igate d if ferences  in the emphases placed on the  perceived 
organizational c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  between the th ree  selec ted  organizat ions 
under the study.
Since the study u t i l i z e d  a Likert- type scal ing,  the  measurement
2
can be considered as an in te rval  scale,  measuring from the lowest value 
of  one to  the highest of  f iv e .  The data represent  a sample of  a given
h b i d . ,  p. 199.
2
Claire S e l l t i z ,  Lawrence S. Wrightsman, and Stuar t  W. Cook, 
Research Methods in Social Relat ions , 3rd ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart 
and Winston, 1976), p. 420.
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population.  Therefore, in fe ren t ia l  as well as descr ip t ive  s t a t i s t i c s  
would be appropriate.^ The basic research posture was to  show whether 
the re  was a r e la t ionsh ip  between the dependent var iab le ,  in t h i s  case 
organizat ional  e f fec t iveness ,  and the independent var iab les  of  organ i­
zat ional  productiv i ty ,  adap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y .  In add it ion ,  i t  
was intended to  go fu r th e r  and predic t  the value of the  dependent
2
var iable  from the independent var iables using a l inea r  model. Hays, 
in discussing the l inea r  re la t ionsh ip  between var iab les ,  s t a t e s  t h a t  
the  reasons fo r  using l inea r  ru les  fo r  predict ion  are:  (1) l inear  
functions are the simplest to  discuss and understand, (2) l i n ea r  rules 
are often good approximations to  other  much more complicated ru le s ,  and 
(3) in ce r ta in  circumstances,  the  only predict ion  ru les  t h a t  can apply 
are l inea r .
Another need the s t a t i s t i c i a n  should address is  the  issue of 
the  use of parametric or  nonparametric s t a t i s t i c s .  In d i s t r i b u t io n -  
f r e e  or  nonparametric t e s t s ,  no assumptions are made about the precise 
form of the sampled populat ion, whereas in parametric s t a t i s t i c s ,
assumptions of  normality and homogenity of variance are of major impor-
3
tance.  Most researchers  view parametric procedures as the  standard 
too l  of psychological s t a t i s t i c s ,  simply because parametric s t a t i s t i c a l
Gourveitch, S t a t i s t i c a l  Methods: A Problem Solving 
Approach (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, Inc. ,  1955), pp. 271-272.
^William L. Hays, S t a t i s t i c s  (New York: Holt,  Rinehart and 
Winston, 1981), p.  325.
^N. M. Downie and R. W. Heath, Basic S t a t i s t i c a l  Methods (New 
York: Harper and Row, Publishers,  Inc. ,  1974), p. 259.
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t e s t s  are more powerful than nonparametric t e s t s J  The power of a s t a ­
t i s t i c a l  t e s t  r e f e r s  to  the p robab i l i ty  of  re jec t ing  the  null  hypotheses 
when i t  is  ac tua l ly  f a l s e .  In o ther  words, power is  equal to  1 minus 
the probab i l i ty  of making a Type II  e r ro r ,  or  1-B. One important f ac to r  
cont r ibuting to  the power of  a s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t  is  the sample s ize ,  N.
As N increases,  the p robab i l i ty  of making a Type II e r ro r  decreases and
2
hence the  power of the t e s t  increases.
There is  no reason to  bel ieve t h a t  the population in t h i s  study 
is  not normal, the variance to be heterogeneous, or  is  not large 
enough. Hence, parametric s t a t i s t i c s  are used to  analyze the data.
The s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures t h a t  were used in t e s t in g  the hypotheses are:  
the Pearson Product - Moment Correlat ion Coeff ic ient ,  and the  Linear 
Regression Model in conjunction with Analysis of Variance.
Both single  and mult iple regression models were u t i l i z e d  in 
t h i s  s tudy.  Single l inea r  regression is  a procedure fo r  analyzing the 
cont r ibut ion of one var iab le  to  the explanation of a dependent var iable,  
while mul t iple l inea r  regress ion examines the  co l l e c t iv e  and unique
contr ibu tions  of two or more va riab les  to  the explanation of a dependent
3
var iab le .  Hays, in describing a l i n e a r  model s ta t e s  t h a t  "in essence,  
any l inea r  model of data  s t a t e s  t h a t  an observed value of  the dependent
^N. Anderson, "Scales and S t a t i s t i c s :  Parametric and Nonpara­
metr ic , "  Psycholg|2ca j_BL^^  Vol. 58 (1961), p. 315.
P
Downie and Heath, Basic S t a t i s t i c a l  Methods, p.  260.
3
Fred N. Kerlinger and Elazer J .  Pedhazur, Multiple Regression 
in Behavioral Research (New York: Holt,  Rinehart and Winston, Inc. ,  
W D l
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variab le  is  equal to  a weighted sum of values associated with one or 
more independent va r iab les ,  plus a term standing fo r  e r ro r .
The basic equations fo r  s ingle  and m ultip le  regression models 
are respec tive ly  depicted as:
( 1 )
Yi = 3o + b^x^ + bgXg + bgXg ..........  b .x. (2)
where Y = predicted scores of the dependent var iab les ;
X = scores of the independent v a r ia b le ( s ) ;
= in te rcep t constan t;
b = regression c o e f f ic ie n t
The Y values are predicted from x values.
2
Blalock s ta ted  th a t  the re  are two d i s t i n c t  uses fo r  regression 
equations: (1) as estimating equations, and (2) as causal models. The 
f i r s t  type of usage involves generating statements about unknown values 
based on pieces of information contained in a sample. The second type 
of usage has to  do with the  assumption th a t  hypothesized casual linkages 
can be represented by l in e a r  regression equations.
There are several c r i t e r i a  fo r  evaluating l in e a r  regression
3
models. These include: (1) F- t e s t  fo r  s ign if icance  of the  overall
^Hays, S t a t i s t i c s , p. 326 
2
Hubert M. Blalock, Casual Inferences in Non-Experimental 
Research (Chapel H il l :  The University of North Carolina Press, 1964), 
p. 43.
3
Kerlinger. Multiple Regression in Behavioral Research, p. 395-
410.
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regression model, (2) s ize  and significance of the squared multiple
2
co rre la tion  co e ff ic ien t  (R ), and (3) size  and significance of the 
regression c o e f f ic ie n ts .  The F - te s t  involves comparing a computed 
F value a t  an appropriate level of significance (0.05 fo r  t h i s  study) 
to  determine whether the regression of the dependent variable  on the 
independent variable is  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t .  The squared multiple 
co rre la t io n  c o e f f ic ien t  provides information on the magnitude of the 
re la t io n  between the dependent and independent variab le(s)  and how much 
variance in the dependent variable  is  accounted fo r  by the independent 
v a r ia b le ( s ) .  F inally , the  regression co e ff ic ien ts  ind icate  the  amount 
of change in the dependent variab le  with a per un it  change in  the  inde­
pendent variab les .
Here, i t  seems appropriate to  r e i t e r a t e  the assumptions which 
underlie  the  use of l in e a r  regression in th i s  study; (1) the  sample was 
drawn a t  random, (2) the dependent variable  scores were normally d i s t r i ­
buted a t  each value of the independent variab les ,  (3) the  re la t ionsh ip  
among the  variab les  are assumed to  be l in ea r ,  (4) res idua ls  (e r ro rs )  are
randomly and normally d is tr ib u ted  with equal variances a t  each value of 
the  independent variab le! and (5) variab les  are measured on an in terva l 
sca le .  All variab les were measured on a Likert-type sca le .
1
Residual (e r ro rs )  were randomly scattered  when p lo tted  against 
the  values of the v a r iab les .
CHAPTER IV 
RESULT AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Introduction
This chapter contains an evaluation of the hypotheses which 
were sta ted  in the  preceding chapter. Two s t a t i s t i c a l  procedures were 
u t i l iz e d  to  t e s t  the  various hypotheses: (1) the Pearson moment co rre ­
la tion  c o e f f ic ie n ts ,  and (2) the  squared multiple co rre la tion  c o e f f i ­
c ien ts  with the  analysis  of variance in the l in ea r  regression models. 
The F -tes t  is  applied in te s t in g  fo r  the s ign if icance  of the overall 
regression of the  dependent variab le  on the independent v a r iab les ,  and 
a t - t e s t  is  applied to  show whether an individual independent variable  
contributes  a s ig n if ic a n t  e f f e c t  on the dependent variab le .
Presentation of Hypotheses
The f i r s t  hypothesis in th i s  study s ta te s ;
There is  a re la t io n sh ip  between the perceived organizational 
c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of p roductiv ity ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and adap tab il i ty  
and organizational e ffec tiveness  as perceived by non-supervisory 
and supervisory employees of the  organizations under the study.
The hypothesis s ta ted  more operationally  reads:
The organizational e ffec tiveness  score is  a function of the 
organizational p roductiv ity  score, the  organizational adap­
t a b i l i t y  score, and the organizational f l e x i b i l i t y  score.
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The re levan t data fo r  evaluation of th i s  hypothesis are p re ­
sented In the ta b le s  th a t  Include: (1) unstandardized p a r t ia l
regression c o e f f ic ie n ts ,  (2) t-va lues  to  check If  the  respective
Independent variab les  con tribu te  s ig n if ic a n t ly  In the regression equa-
2
t lo n ,  and (3) R to  provide Information on the magnitude of the  r e l a ­
tionsh ip  between organizational effec tiveness  and th ree  independent 
v a r iab les .  The p a r t i a l  regression co e f f ic ien ts  "b" show change In the 
dependent variab le  with a per un it change In the respective  Independent 
v a r iab les .  The Pearson co rre la t io n  co e f f ic ie n ts  Indicate  degree of 
re la t io n sh ip  between the  var iab les .  (See Tables 3 to  10)
I t  can be concluded on the  basis  of these f indings th a t  the 
hypothesis Is moderately supported. Strong support cannot be claimed 
o v e ra l l ,  because organization B does not show a s ig n if ic a n t  r e l a t io n ­
ship between the dependent and the Independent va r iab les .  The F -tes t  
a t the 0.05 level of s ign if icance  Indicates th a t  organizational e f f e c ­
tiveness  Is a function o f ,  or Is re la ted  to ,  the  Independent variab les  
of p roductiv ity ,  ad ap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y .
The second research hypothesis s ta te s :
There Is a s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  between the perceived Impor­
tance of o rganizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  and organizational e f f e c ­
t iveness  as perceived by employees of the organizations under the 
study.
The hypothesis s ta ted  more opera tionally  reads:
The organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic  th a t  Is perceived as the most 
Important by the  employees In the  study. Is the same charac te r­
i s t i c  th a t  Is s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  In the  organizational 
e ffec tiveness  model of the respective o rganizations.
The re levan t data fo r  the  evaluations of th i s  hypothesis are presented
In Tables 11 and 12.
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TABLE 3
UNSTANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, R*" AND F VALUE 
FOR ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS MODEL (ALL ORGANIZATIONS'
DATA TREATED IN A SINGLE REGRESSION EQUATION)
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable
b t-va lues
XI Productivity 0.2031 1.97*
X2 A daptability 0.3556 2.61*
X3 F le x ib i l i ty 0.2258 2.41*
R^  = 0.3267 F = 17.33**
S ign if ican t a t  0.05 leve l.
S ign if ican t  a t  0.05 leve l.
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TABLE 4
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS 
CHARACTERISTICS AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 
(ALL ORGANIZATIONS' DATA AGGREGATED TOGETHER)
Variable Y XI X2 X3
Y Organizational 
Effectiveness 1.0000 0.4470* 0.5030* 0.4512*
XI Productivity • • • 1.0000 0.5756* 0.4209*
X2 A daptability • • • 1.0000 0.5200*
X3 F le x ib i l i ty .  .  • • • • .  • • 1.0000
S ig n ific a n t a t 0.01 level
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TABLE 5
UNSTANDARDIZED,PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS. 
t-VALUES, R^  AND F VALUE-ORGANIZATION E
Dependent Variable; 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t-v a lu e
XI Productivity 0.0936 0.43
X2 Adaptability 0.7088 3.44*
X3 F lex ib i l i ty -0.0851 -0.44
R^  = 0.3314 F = 6.44**
S ign ifican t a t  0.05 level
k
Sign ifican t a t  0.05 level
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TABLE 6
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS CHARACTERISTICS 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS-ORGANIZATION E
Variable Y XI X2 X3
Y Organizational 
Effectiveness 1.0000 0.3114* 0.5699** 0.2426
X1 Productivity . . . 1.0000 0.45711** 0.2189
X2 Adaptability • • . • • • 1.0000 0.5147**
X3 F le x ib i l i ty • . . . . . . . . 1.0000
S ign if ican t a t  0.05 level 
S ign if ican t a t  0.01 level
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TABLE 7
UNSTANDARDI ZEDpPARTIAL REGRESSI ON C O E F F I C I E N T S ,  
t - V A L U E S ,  R'^ AND F - VAL UE - ORGANI Z ATI ON G
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t-v a lu es
X1 Productiv ity 0.0913 1.36
X2 A daptability 0.4849 2.11*
X3 F le x ib i l i ty 0.3505 1.38
R^  = 0.4034 F = 6.31**
S ign if ican t  a t  0.05 level
S ign if ican t  a t  0.05 level
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TABLE 8
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS CHARACTERISTICS 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS-ORGANTZATTON G
Variable Y X1 X2 X3
V Organizational 
Effectiveness 1.0000 0.3838* 0.5550** 0.5641**
XI Productivity • • • 1.0000 0.6502** 0.3270**
X2 A daptability • .  . • • • 1.0000 0.5635**
X3 F le x ib i l i ty .  .  . .  - . • .  • 1.0000
S ign if ican t  a t  0.05 level
S ig n ific a n t at 0.01 level
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TABLE 9
UNSTANDARDIZEDpPARTIAL REGRESSION C O E F F I C I E N T S ,  
T -V A L U E S .  R^ AND F-VALUE-O RGA N IZATION  B
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t -v a lu es
X1 Productivity  0.1466 0.76
X2 Adaptability  0.1962 0.79
X3 F le x ib i l i ty  0.1319 0.74
R^  = 0.1087 F = 1.30
*Significant a t  0.05 level 
S ign if ican t a t  0.05 level
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TABLE 10
PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN EFFECTIVENESS CHARACTERISTICS 
AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS-ORGANIZATION B
Variables Y XI X2 X3
V Organizational
Effectiveness 1,0000 0.2455 0.2803 C.2096
XI Productivity .  • . 1.0000 0.5015** 0.1422
X2 A daptability • • • • • • 1.0000 0.3503*
X3 F le x ib i l i ty * • . • • • 1.0000
S ign if ican t  a t  0.05 level
* *
S ig n ifica n t a t 0.01 level
TABLE 11
t-TEST ON THREE CHARACTERISTICS OF PRODUCTIVITY, 
ADAPTABILITY, FLEXIBILITY AND EFFECTIVENESS
V ariab le
Number o f  
Cases Mean
Standard
D eviation
Mean
D iffe rence C o r re la t io n t-V a lu e s
O rgan iza tion  E
P ro d u c t iv i ty
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 43
4.17
3.95
0.51
0.75 0.22 0.31 1.59
A d a p ta b i l i ty
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 43
3.62
3.95
0.61
0.75 -0 .3 3 0.57 -2 .24*
F le x i b i1i t y  
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 43
4.30
3.95
0.60
0.75 0.35 0 .24 2.39*
O rgan iza tion  G
P r o d u c t iv i ty
E f fe c t iv e n e s s 32
3.78
3.53
0 .64
0 .84 0.25 0.39 1.34
A d a p ta b i l i ty
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 32
3.34
3.53
0.62
0 .84 -0 .19 0.56 -1 .03
F l e x i b i l i t y
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 32
3.81
3.53
0.90
0.89 0.28 0.56 1.29
O rgan iza tion  B
P r o d u c t iv i ty
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 36
2 .94
3.06
1.01
1.01 -0 .12 0.25 -0 .5 0
A d a p ta b i l i ty
E f fe c t iv e n e ss 36
3.09
3.06
0.83
1.01 0.03 0.28 0 .14
F l e x i b i l i t y
E f fe c t iv e n e s s 36
3.22
3.06
1.02
1.01 0.16 0.21 0.67
* t -v a lu e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  0 .05 le v e l
(J1
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TABLE 12
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS THAT CHOOSE ORGANIZATIONAL 
CHARACTERISTICS AS THE MOST IMPORTANT IN THEIR 
RESPECTIVE ORGANIZATIONS
Organizational
C h arac te r is t ics
Organization
E
Organization
G
Organization
B
Productivity 44.44% 32.30% 25.00%
Adaptabi1i ty 32.54%* 26.05%* 36.11%
F le x ib i l i ty 27.77% 35.42% 19.44%
t-va lue  s ig n if ic a n t  a t  0.05 level in respective  regression 
equation.
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These re s u l t s  suggest th a t  the  hypothesis did not receive 
support and i t  can te n ta t iv e ly  be concluded th a t  there  is  no r e la t io n ­
ship between the perceived importance of organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic  
in terms of the  m ajority  percentage th a t  choose a c h a ra c te r i s t ic  as the 
most important, and the  actual c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  th a t  were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s ig n if ic a n t  in the respective  regression equations of the th ree  organ­
iz a t io n s .
The th i rd  research hypothesis s ta te s :
There is  no s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe rence  in emphasis placed on the  
importance of the perceived organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  
of e ffec tiveness  between the supervisory and nonsupervisory 
members of the  th ree  organizations under the  study.
The hypothesis s ta ted  more opera tiona lly  reads:
The mean score of o rganizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of e f fe c ­
tiveness  as scored by supervisory employees is  not d if fe re n t  
from the  mean score of organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  as 
scored by nonsupervisory employees of the  th ree  organiza­
t io n s  under the  study.
The s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t  u t i l iz e d  to  evaluate th i s  hypothesis was 
the  t - s t a t i s t i e s  and is  shown in Table 13. The null hypothesis is  
s ta ted  as follows: H^: = Mg, where is  the  mean score fo r  super­
visory employees and Mg is  the  mean score fo r  nonsupervisory employees.
Differences on emphasis of importance of organizational char­
a c t e r i s t i c s  between the  two groups is  explored in the  regression coef-
2
f i c i e n t s ,  t -v a lu e s ,  R and F-value fo r  the respective organizations and 
type of employees in Table U  to  19.
The t-v a lu es  in Table 13 ind icate  no s ig n if ic a n t  d ifference 
between the mean score of supervisory and nonsupervisory employees, 
except in one instance where the  mean score of ad ap tab il i ty  as scored
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by supervisory employees of organization G d iffered  s ig n if ic a n t ly  from 
the score of non-supervisory employees of th a t  organization.
The F - te s t  a t  the 0.05 level of significance fo r  organization 
E (supervisory employees) is  s ig n if ic a n t .  C ollectively , the  independent 
variab les  explain f i f t y - f i v e  percent of the  variance in the  perception 
of organizational e ffec t iveness .  In the  case of non-supervisory 
employees, the F - te s t  a t  the 0.05 level is  not s ig n if ic a n t ,  and the 
independent variab les  explain th i r ty - fo u r  percent of the  variance in 
the  dependent variab le  measure. However, the  only s ig n if ic a n t  p red ic to r  
of organizational e f fec t iv en e ss—according to  the  two groups—is  adapt­
a b i l i t y ,  a f te r  con tro lling  fo r  the  e f f e c t s  of o ther variab les .
The F - te s t  a t 0.05 level of s ign if icance  is  s ig n if ic a n t  fo r  
the  supervisory employees of organization G. C o llec tive ly , the  inde­
pendent variab les  explain s ix ty -fo u r  percent of the variance in organ­
iza tiona l e ffec t iv en ess .  All co e f f ic ie n ts  are p o s i t iv e ,  and th e re  was 
no spec if ic  p red ic to r  variable  of organizational e ffec tiveness  a f te r  
con tro l l ing  fo r  the  e f fe c ts  of o ther v a r iab les .  In the case of non­
supervisory employees, the independent variab les  explain only six  
percent of the  variance in the dependent variab le  measure. The F - te s t  
was not s ig n if ic a n t  and the re  was no s ig n if ic a n t  spec if ic  p red ic to r  
variab le  of organizational e ffec tiveness  a f te r  con tro lling  fo r  the 
e f fe c ts  of other variab les .
The F - te s t  a t  0.05 level of s ign if icance  is  not s ig n if ic a n t  
fo r  the supervisory employees of organization B. The independent 
variab les explain ten percent of the  variance in organizational e f f e c ­
t iv en ess .  All co e f f ic ie n ts  are pos it ive  and the re  was no spec if ic
TABLE 13
t-TEST ON MEAN SCORES OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BETWEEN SUPERVISORS 
AND NON-SUPERVISOR EMPLOYEES OF THE THREE ORGANIZATIONS
V ariab le
Number o f  
Respondents Mean
Standard
D eviation
Mean
D iffe ren ce t-V a lu e
O rgan iza tion  E 
P ro d u c t iv i ty 2122
4.08
4.26
0.65
0.31
-0 .18 -1 .15
A d a p ta b i l i ty 2122
3.73
3.51
0 .60
0.62 0.22 1.18
F l e x i b i l i t y 2122
4.43
4.18
0.51
0.66 0.25 1.39
O rgan iza tion  G 
P ro d u c t iv i ty 1715
3.82
3.73
0 .62
0.67 0 .10 0 .44
A d a p ta b i l i ty 1715
3.66
2.97
0.57
0.46 0.69 3.79*
F l e x i b i l i t y 1715
3.88
3.73
1.11
0.59 0.15 0.49
O rgan iza tion  B 
p ^ d u c t i v i t y 1521
3.15
2.79
1.19
0.85 0.36 1.00
A d a p ta b i l i ty  w o n - : : : : ! : :
15
21
3.08
3.01
0.93
0.77 0.07 0 .24
F l e x i b i l i t y  N o p - i ï p I r ï u S ^ I
15
21
3.00
3.38
1.07
0.97 -0 .38 -1 .09
* t -v a lu e  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  0 .05 le v e l  d i r e c t io n  unconsidered .
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Fig. 2 . —Histogram dep ic ting  percentage of respondents' 
p references  of a c h a r a c te r i s t i c  considered the  most important in t h e i r  
re sp ec t iv e  o rgan iza tion .
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TABLE 14
UNSIANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES. 
R^  AND F-VALUE-ORGANIZATION E, SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable t-va lues
XI Productivity -0.1254 -0.49
X2 Adaptability 0.9561 3.02*
X3 F le x ib i l i ty 0.3419 1.01
R^  = 0.5474 F = 6.85**
S ig n ifica n t t-va lu e  at 0.05 le v e l.
S ign if ican t F-value a t  0.05 lev e l .
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TABLE 15
UNSIANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, R^  AND 
F-VALUE-ORGANIZATION E, NON-SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
Dependent Variable:
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t-va lues
XI Productivity -0.3029 -0.66
X2 Adaptabi1ity 0.7093 2.81*
X3 F le x ib i l i ty -0.2019 -1.02
R^  = 0.3355 F = 3.03
S ign ifican t t-va lue  at 0.05 le ve l.
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TABLE 16
UNSIANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, 
R^  AND F-VALUE-ORGANIZATION G SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable t-va lues
XI Productivity 0.4646 0.91
X2 A daptability 0.3867 0.50
X3 F le x ib i l i ty 0.3725 1.44
R^  = 0.6417 F = 7.76**
* *
S ig n ifica n t F-value at 0.05 le v e l.
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TABLE 17
UNSIANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, R^  AND 
F-VALUE-ORGANIZATION G, NON-SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
Dependent Variable:
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t-va lues
XI Productivity -0.2239 -0.57
X2 A daptability 0.4292 0.75
X3 F le x ib i l i ty 0.0602 0.18
R^  = 0.0627 F = 0.25
53
TABLE 18
UNSIANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, 
R^  AND F-VALUES-ORS\NIZATION B,SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t -v a lu es
XI Productiv ity -0.2147 0.45
X2 Adaptability 0.1499 0.25
X3 F le x ib i l i ty 0.0187 0.05
R^  = 0.0968 F = 0.3900
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TABLE 19
UNSTANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, R^  AND 
F-VALUE-ORGANIZATION B, NON-SUPERVISORY EMPLOYEES
Dependent Variable: 
Organizational Effectiveness
Independent
Variable b t-va lues
XI P roductiv ity  0.1431 0.61
X2 A daptability  0.1334 0.45
X3 F le x ib i l i ty  0.2410 1.04
R^  = 0.1490 F = 0.99
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pred ic to r  variab le  of organizational e ffec tiveness  according to  th i s  
group. In the  case of non-supervisory employees, the F- t e s t  a t  0.05 
level is not s ig n if ic a n t  and the  independent variab les explain fourteen 
percent of the  variance in organizational e ffec t iveness .  All c o e f f i ­
c ien ts  are pos it ive  and there  was no s ig n if ic a n t  p redicator variab les  
of organizational e ffec tiveness .
Thus, i t  can be inferred on the basis of these findings th a t  
the hypothesis received minimal support given th a t  only one of the th ree  
organizations was found to  have congruence of perception of one impor­
t a n t  organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic  (ad ap tab il i ty )  by both supervisory 
and non-supervisory employees of the  th ree  organizations.
The fourth research hypothesis s ta te s :
There is  no s ig n if ic a n t  d ifference in the emphasis placed on 
the importance of the perceived c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of organiza­
t io n a l  e ffec tiveness  among the th ree  selec ted  organizations 
as perceived by non-supervisory and supervisory employees.
The hypothesis s ta ted  more opera tiona lly  reads:
The index score on emphasis of importance of organizational 
c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of e ffec tiveness  as scored by employees of 
the organizations in the study is  not d i f f e re n t  from one 
organization to  another.
The relevant data fo r  evaluating th i s  hypothesis are presented 
in Tables 20 and 21.
The F -te s t  a t 0.05 level provided some supportive evidence 
(except fo r  the  l a s t  organization in the  ta b le )  which shows th a t  
o rganizational effec tiveness  is  a function of the independent variab les  
in the  hypothesis. Out of the th ree  independent variables adaption 
is  the only important pred ic to r  of organizational e ffec tiveness  in two 
of the organizations (Organizations E and 6) in the  study. In the
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case of the  o ther organization (Organization B) the re  was no important 
or s ig n if ic a n t  p red ic to r  variab le .
These r e s u l t s  suggest th a t  the  hypothesis received some qual­
i f ie d  support and th a t  the  importance of adap tab il i ty  as a p red ic to r  
of organizational e ffec tiveness  is  p a r t ic u la r ly  notable.
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TABLE 20
CONSOLIDATED UNSTANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION 
COEFFICIENTS, t-VALUES, r2 AND F-VALUES
Organization
Independent
Variables b t-v a lu es
Productiv ity 0.0936 0.43
A daptability 0.7099 3.44*
E
F le x ib i l i ty -0.0851 -0.44
R^  = 0.3314 F = 6.44**
Productivity 0.0913 1.35
Adaptability 0.4849 2.11*
G
F le x ib i l i ty 0.3505 1.38
R^  = 0.4034 F = 6.31**
Productiv ity 0.1466 0.76
A daptability 0.1962 0.79
B
F le x ib i l i ty 0.1319 0.74
R^  = 0.1087 F = 1.30
•k
Sig n if ican t  t -v a lu es .  
S ig n if ican t  F-values.
TABLE 21
CONSOLIDATED MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EFFECTIVENESS DIMENSIONS OF 
PRODUCTIVITY, ADAPTABILITY, FLEXIBILITY, AND ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
O rgan iza tion P ro d u c t iv i ty S.D .* A d a p ta b i l i ty S.D .* F l e x i b i l i t y S.D.* E f fe c t iv e n e ss S.D.*
E 4.19 0.51 3.62 0.61 4.30 0.60 3.95 0.75
B 2 .94 1.01 3.09 0 .83 3.22 1.02 3.06 1.01
G 3.78 0 .64 3.34 0.62 3.81 0.90 3.53 0.84
*Standard D eviation  (S .D .)
§
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Summary
This chapter presented a systematic presentation of the s t a ­
t i s t i c a l  r e s u l t s  and analysis .  The r e s u l t s  were organized into four 
sections  according to  the order In which the hypotheses were presented 
in the  preceding chapter. For hypothesis 1, in order to  determine 
re la t io n sh ip  between the dependent variable  and the independent var­
ia b le s ,  the r e s u l t s  of unstandardized p a r t ia l  regression c o e ff ic ien ts  
and the Pearson co rre la tion  co e f f ic ien ts  were used fo r  the  various 
groups in the study. In hypothesis 2, a t - t e s t  was u t i l iz e d  to  d e te r ­
mine whether a s ig n if ic an t  s t a t i s t i c a l  d ifference existed  between
perceived and actual e ffec t iv en ess .  The re s u l t s  of unstandard!zed
2
p a r t i a l  regression c o e f f ic ie n ts ,  R and t - t e s t  between the  scores of 
supervisory and non-supervisory employees were used to  analyze hypoth­
e s i s  3. Hypothesis 4 was analyzed by consolidating and comparing some 
of the  data th a t  were presented in the e a r l i e r  hypotheses. A summary 
of the  findings w ill be presented and elaborated in Chapter V, with 
im plications of these findings discussed and suggestions made for 
fu tu re  research.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDIES
Summary
The core problem fo r  t h i s  investiga tion  was: What is  the  
re la t io n sh ip  between selected organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  and 
organizational effec tiveness  in the th ree  selected formal organiza­
t io n s?  Sub-problems were: (1) Are the re  re la tionsh ip s  between the
perceptions of the importance of organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  and 
organizational effec tiveness  as perceived by non-supervisory and 
supervisory employees of the th ree  organizations under the study?,
(2) Are th e re  d iffe rences  in the emphases of importance of the  per­
ceived organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of productiv ity , ad ap tab i l i ty ,  
and f l e x i b i l i t y  between supervisory and non-supervisory employees of 
the  th ree  organizations studied?, and (3) Are the re  d ifferences  in the 
emphases of importance of perceived organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  
between the  th ree  selected formal organizations as perceived by non- 
supervisory and supervisory employees of th e i r  respective organization?
S ta t i s t i c a l  analyses fo r  the above problems s ta ted  in hypoth­
eses form ind icates  th a t :
a) Hypothesis one d ea l t  on the re la t ionsh ip  between
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organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of p roductiv ity ,  adap tab il i ty  and f l e x ­
i b i l i t y ,  and organizational e ffec tiveness  as perceived by employees of 
the th ree  organizations under the  study. This hypothesis was te s ted
by the  Pearson co rre la t io n  co e f f ic ie n ts  and the  unstandardized p a r t ia l
2regression c o e f f ic ie n ts ,  t -v a lu e s ,  R and F-value in the  respective  
regression equations fo r  the various o rganizations. In order to  get a 
generalized re la t io n sh ip  between the various v a r iab les ,  the  data from 
the th ree  d i f f e re n t  organizations were t re a te d  in a s ing le  regression 
equation. S ign if ican t  re la t io n sh ip s  were indicated by both the in d i­
vidual va r iab le  con tribu tion  to  the regression equation as shown by the 
t - t e s t  and overa ll  re la t io n sh ip  as shown by the F - te s t .  Furthermore, 
the above t e s t s  were applied on the various organizations separa te ly .
The f indings in the  in s t i tu t io n  of higher education organization were:
(1) a s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  ex isted  between p roductiv ity ,  a d a p ta b i l i ty ,  
f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and organizational e f fec t iv en e ss ,  (2) a s ig n if ic a n t  c o n t r i ­
bution to  the  regression equation by the  variab le  ad ap tab il i ty  as in d i­
cated by the  t - t e s t ,  and (3) the  Pearson co rre la tion  co e f f ic ie n ts  
indicated th a t  a d ap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y  are re la ted  s ig n if ic a n t ly  to  
organizational e f fec t iv en e ss .
In the  government agency or organization G, i t  was found th a t  
th e re  were: (1) s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  between the  independent variab les
and the dependent variab le  as indicated by the  F - te s t ,  (2) s ig n if ic a n t  
con tribu tion  of the  variab le  a d ap tab i l i ty  to  the regression equation as 
shown by the  t - t e s t ,  and (3) the  Pearson co rre la t io n  co e f f ic ien ts  
indicated a s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  between p roductiv ity ,  ad a p ta b i l i ty ,  
f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and the  dependent variab le  of organizational e f fec t iv en e ss .
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In the business firm (or organization B), i t  was found th a t :
(1) th e re  was no s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  between the  independent var­
iab les  and the  dependent variab le ,  (2) the re  was no variable th a t  
contributed  s ig n if ic a n t ly  to  the regression equation as indicated by 
the  t - t e s t s ,  and (3) the  Pearson co rre la t io n  co e f f ic ien ts  indicated a 
s ig n i f ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  between the  variab les  of productiv ity  and 
a d a p ta b i l i ty ,  and between the variab les  of ad ap tab il i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y .
b) Hypothesis two was re la ted  to  the re la t io n sh ip  between the 
perceived importance of organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  and organiza­
t io n a l  e f fec t iv en ess  as perceived by employees of the  organization under 
the  study. This hypothesis was te s ted  using a t - t e s t  between the th ree  
c h a ra c te r i s t i c s  and organizational e f fec t iv en ess ,  and fu r th e r  comparisons 
between percent of respondents th a t  choose organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  
as the most important and the actual organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic  th a t  
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  contributed to  the  respective  regression equation a t  the
0.05 level of s ign if icance .
The f indings were: (1) a d ap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y  scores 
were found to  be s ig n if ic a n t ly  d i f f e re n t  from the  organizational e f f e c ­
tiv en ess  score in the  in s t i tu t io n  of higher education, (2) the  hypoth­
e s i s  did not receive support because the  perceived importance of 
o rgan izational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  (in terms of the majority percentage th a t  
choose a c h a ra c te r i s t ic  as the most important, and the actual ch a rac te r ­
i s t i c s  th a t  were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  in t h e i r  respective  regression 
equations) were d i f f e r e n t .  In the business firm , no comparison was 
possib le  due to  lack of a variable  th a t  s ig n if ic a n t ly  contributed to  the 
equation.
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c) Hypothesis th ree  d e a l t  with the  d iffe rences  on emphasis of 
importance of the  perceived organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of e f f e c ­
t iv en ess  between the supervisory and non-supervisory member employees 
of the  th re e  organizations under the  study. This hypothesis was te s ted  
with t - s t a t i s t i c s  and regression c o e f f ic ie n ts .  The findings were:
(1) no s ig n i f ic a n t  d iffe rence  on emphasis of importance of organiza­
t io n a l  c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  was found between the  two groups in the th ree  
o rgan iza tions ,  and (2) even though a d ap tab i l i ty  was considered as an 
important var iab le  in the  in s t i tu t io n  of higher education by both the 
supervisory and non-supervisory employees as indicated in the regression 
equations , the mean score of ad a p ta b i l i ty  as te s te d  by t - t e s t  was s ig n i f ­
ic an t ly  d i f f e r e n t  fo r  the two groups.
d) Hypothesis four d e a l t  with d iffe rences  on emphasis of 
importance of the  perceived c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of organizational e f f e c ­
t iv en ess  between the  th ree  selected  o rgan iza tions. This hypothesis was 
te s te d  with the unstandardized p a r t i a l  regression c o e f f ic ie n t s ,  t -v a lu e s ,
p
R and F-values. The find ings were: (1) a d ap tab i l i ty  was an important
va r iab le  in the  in s t i tu t io n  of higher education and the  government 
agency, and (2) no s ig n if ic a n t  d iffe rences  on emphasis of other impor­
ta n t  c h a ra c te r i s t i c  was found between the  th re e  o rgan izations.
Conclusions
The summary of the  research find ings ind ica tes  th a t  i t  is  
p ossib le  to  make these te n ta t iv e  conclusions:
1. This study gave support to  the  th e o re t ic a l  notion of 
Mott, Georgopoulos, and Tannenbaum th a t  the  th ree  organizational
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c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of p roductiv ity ,  ad ap tab il i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y  are closely  
re la ted  to  organizational e ffec t iv en ess ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  when the data of 
a l l  organizations studied were aggregated. However, separate analysis  
of the data fo r  the business firm showed no s ig n if ican t  re la t io n sh ip  
between the th ree  independent variab les  and organizational e f fec t iv en ess ,  
while the in s t i tu t io n  of higher education and the government agency 
showed a s ig n if ic a n t  re la t io n sh ip  between the independent variab les and 
the  dependent variab le .
2. The re s u l t s  of te s t in g  the th i rd  hypothesis led to  the con­
clusion th a t  perception of importance of the  perceived organizational 
c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of p roductiv ity ,  adap tab il t iy  and f l e x i b i l i t y  between 
the  supervisors and non-supervisory employees of the th ree  organizations 
studied was not d i f f e re n t .
3. The re s u l t s  of te s t in g  the fourth  hypothesis led to  the 
conclusion th a t  ad ap tab il i ty  was an important variab le  of organizational 
e ffec tiveness  fo r  the in s t i tu t io n  of higher education and the  government 
agency.
Implications
The research problem under Investigation  in th i s  study is  the 
re la t io n sh ip  of a p r io r i  se lected c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of organizations to  
organizational e ffec t iveness ,  and whether these c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  can 
describe organizational e ffec tiveness  across o rgan izations.  In the 
th e o re t ic a l  framework, organizational e ffec tiveness  was conceptualized 
in terms of Mott's and Georgopoulos' models of organizational e f f e c ­
t iv en ess .  The findings generated from an empirical analysis  of these
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hybrid models suggest some important implications to  both p ra c t i t io n e rs  
and th e o r i s t s .
1. The finding associated with the re la t ionsh ip  of productiv­
i ty ,  a d ap tab i l i ty  and f l e x i b i l i t y  to  organizational e f fec t iv en ess ,  gen­
e r a l ly  support the  notion th a t  these  c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  are re la ted  to  
organizational e f fec t iv en e ss .  However, in order to  fu l ly  understand 
e f fec t iv en e ss ,  more c r i t e r i a  of organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  should 
be custom -tailored fo r  d i f f e re n t  organizations to  explain the in terna l 
processes and environmental in te rac t ion  th a t  makes an organization 
e f fe c t iv e  or in e ffe c t iv e ,  and research of such nature would p o te n t ia l ly  
help decision-makers of organizations in the fu tu re ,
2, The notion of comparing or measuring organizational e f f e c ­
t iveness  across d i f f e re n t  organizations is  d i f f i c u l t ,  because d i f f e re n t  
organizations have d if fe re n t  goals , needs, c lim ates, and environment 
and i t  is  safe to  imply th a t  the  best an organizational evaluator can 
do is  an in-depth effec tiveness  analysis  of subunits of departments fo r  
a sp ec if ic  organization to  determine e ffec t iv en e ss .  Nevertheless, 
fu r th e r  probing of empirical based studies in conjunction with q u a l i t a ­
t iv e ly  designed research can serve as a guide in administering and 
studying organizations.
In sum, overall evaluation of a to t a l  organization , and com­
paring i t  to  o thers  in terms of e f fec t iv en ess ,  is  fu l l  of th e o re t ic a l  
problems. The f indings generated from the empirical analysis  ind ica te  
th a t  consideration of both the o rg an iza tio n 's  in terna l processes and 
ex ternal environment are paramount fo r  explaining observed d ifferences  
in organizational e ffec tiveness  between the  organizations studied .
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These findings should provide an additional confirmation to  some of the 
l i t e r a t u r e  which advocated th a t  e f fe c t iv e  research on organizational 
e ffec tiveness  be performed only by identify ing  and specifying d i f f e re n t  
o rganizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  fo r  d i f f e re n t  organizations with d i f f e r ­
en t goals and needs.
Recommendations fo r  Future Research
Much research remains to  be accomplished in the  f ie ld  of 
organizational e ffec tiveness  s p e c if ic a l ly  in c lea r ly  defining and oper­
a t io n a liz in g  the organizational e ffec tiveness  construc t .  F i r s t ,  fu tu re  
research should endeavor to  broaden the  types of organizations studied 
and re levan t organizational c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of variab les  used. Second, 
fu tu re  research should consider formal evaluation of the  model u t i l iz e d  
by providing d i r e c t  inferences about cause and e f fe c t  re la t io n s  among 
the variab les  to  be used. Third, fu tu re  research should expand beyond 
the  data sources th a t  were used in t h i s  study, which included both 
subjective  and ob jec tive  data fo r  e ffec tiveness  evaluations. F inally , 
e ffec t iv en ess  of organizations is  a complicated multidimensional 
phenomena th a t  is  not well understood by e i th e r  th e o r i s t s  or p r a c t i ­
t io n e r s ,  and the  need fo r  q u a l i ta t iv e  designed fu tu re  research with 
the  generation of hypotheses in conjunction with an empirical based 
te s t in g  of the  construct of organizational e ffec tiveness  can serve as 
a helpful guide in administering and studying organizations.
APPENDIX A 
EFFECTIVENESS INSTRUMENT
MOTT'S EFFECTIVENESS INSTRUMENT (ADAPTED)
Every w orker/adm inistra tor/supervisor produces something in 
h is /h e r  work. I t  may be a "product" or a "serv ice ."
We would like  you to  th ink ca re fu l ly  of the th ings th a t  you 
produce or give service to  in your work and of the things produced or 
service given by those people around you in your organization.
1. Thinking now of the  various th ings produced by the  people you 
know in your organization , how much are they producing?
CHECK ONE
 (1) Their production is  very low.
 (2) I t  is  f a i r l y  low.
 (3) I t  is  ne i th e r  high nor low.
 (4) I t  is  f a i r l y  high.
 (5) I t  is  very high.
2. How good would you say the qua lity  is  of the products or s e r ­
vices produced by the  people you know in your organization? 
CHECK ONE
 (1) The qua lity  is  very poor.
 (2) The qua lity  is  poor.
 (3) The quality  is  ne ither  good nor bad.
 (4) The qua lity  is  good.
 (5) The qua lity  is  very good.
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3. Do the people in your organization seem to  get maximum output 
from the resources (money, people, equipment, e t c . )  they have 
ava ilab le  and do they do t h e i r  work e f f ic ie n t ly ?  CHECK ONE
 (1) The e ff ic iency  is  very poor.
 (2) The e ff ic iency  is  poor.
 (3) Efficiency is  ne i the r  good nor bad.
 (4) The e ff ic iency  is  good.
 (5) The e ff ic iency  i s  very good.
4. How good a job is  done by the  people in your organization in 
an t ic ip a tin g  problems th a t  may come up in the fu tu re  and in 
minimizing or preventing these  problems from occurring?
CHECK ONE
 (1) The an tic ipa tion  is  very poor.
 (2) The an t ic ip a tio n  is  poor.
 (3) The an t ic ip a tio n  is  f a i r .
 (4) The an t ic ipa tion  is  good.
 (5) The an t ic ipa tion  is  very good.
5. From time to  time newer ways are discovered to  organize work 
and newer equipment and techniques are found with which to  do 
the work. How good a job do the  people in your organization 
do a t  keeping up these changes th a t  could a f fe c t  the  way they 
do t h e i r  work? CHECK ONE
 (1) They do a poor job of keeping up to  date.
 (2) Not too good a job.
 (3) A f a ir  job.
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(4) They do a good job.
(5) They do an ex ce llen t  job of keeping up to  date .
5. When changes are made in rou tines  o r  equipment, how quickly do
the  people in your organization accept and ad just to  these 
changes? CHECK ONE
 (1) Acceptance is  very slow.
 (2) Acceptance is  slow.
 (3) Acceptance is  f a i r l y  rap id .
 (4) Acceptance is  rap id ,  but not immediately.
 (5) Acceptance is  very rap id .
7 . What proportion of the people in your organization read ily
accept and ad just to  these  changes? CHECK ONE
 (1) Considerably less  than ha lf  of the people accept
and ad just to  these  changes.
 (2) S ligh tly  le ss  than h a l f  do.
 (3) The majority do.
 ___(4) Considerably more than half  do.
 _{5) P rac tica l ly  everyone accepts and ad justs  to
changes read i ly .
8 . From tim e-to-tim e emergencies a r i s e ,  such as crash programs,
schedules moved ahead, or a breakdown in the  flow of work 
occurs. When these emergencies occur, they cause work overload 
fo r  many people. Some work groups cope with these emergencies 
more read ily  and successfu lly  than o th e rs .  How good a job do 
the  people in your organization do a t  coping with these 
s i tu a t io n s?  CHECK ONE
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 (1) They do a poor job of handling emergency s i t u ­
a t ions .
 (2) They do not do very well.
 (3) They do a f a i r  job.
 (4) They do a good job.
 (5) They do an exce llen t job of handling these
s i tu a t io n s .
9. To what ex ten t do you enjoy performing the  actual day-to-day
a c t i v i t i e s  th a t  make up your job? CHECK ONE
 (1) To a very l i t t l e  ex ten t .
 (2) To a l i t t l e  ex ten t.
 (3) To some ex ten t.
 _(4) To a g rea t ex ten t.
 (5) To a very grea t ex ten t.
10. To what ex ten t are the re  th ings about your job (people, p o l i ­
c ie s ,  o r  conditions) th a t  encourage you to  work hard?
CHECK ONE
 (1) L i t t l e  or no influence.
 (2) Some.
 (3) Quite a b i t .
 (4) A g rea t deal.
 (5) A very g rea t deal of influence.
11. Do you consider your organization as e f fec t iv e?  CHECK ONE
 (1) Effective to  a very l i t t l e  ex ten t.
 (2) Effective to  a l i t t l e  ex ten t.
(3) Effective to  some ex ten t.
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_(4) E ffective to  a g rea t  ex ten t.
(5) E ffective to  a very g rea t ex ten t.
12. Of the  th ree  c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  of an organization (productiv ity , 
a d a p ta b i l i ty ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ) ,  which of th e  th ree  c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  
is  the most important fo r  your organization  to  be e ffec tive?  
CHECK ONE
 (1) P roductiv ity .
 (2) A daptab ili ty .
 (3) F le x ib i l i ty .
 (4) None of the above.
 (5) All of them are im portant.
13. How s a t i s f i e d  are  you with your organization? CHECK ONE
 (1) To a very l i t t l e  ex ten t .
 (2) To a l i t t l e  ex ten t .
 (3) To some ex ten t .
 (4) To a g rea t ex ten t .
 (5) To a very g rea t  ex ten t .
14. How would you categorize  your job? CHECK ONE
 (1) Administraion/ Manager/Supervisor
 (2) S ta ff
 (3) O th e r____________ _ ___________
(specify)
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